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ABSTRACT
A Study of the Flexible Curriculum System
at the School of Education
at the University of Massachusetts
(September, 1978)
Arthur Harry Barber, B.A., University of Massachusetts
at Boston, M.Ed., Ed.D., University of
Massachusetts at Amherst
Directed by: Harvey B. Scribner, Ed.D.
The purpose of the study was to evaluate the impact of the
Flexible Curriculum System experiment at the School of Education at
the University of Massachusetts. The participants in the study were
faculty members who were teaching at the School of Education before,
during, and after the implementation of the Flexible Curriculum.
Specifically identified during the study were: (1) Which of
Flexible Curriculum's unique aspects were still in use--unique
aspects such as: (a) the single session learning experience; (b)
the multiple session learning experience; (c) the semester-long
learning experience; (d) the extended learning experience; (e) the
variable credit learning experience; (f) the open-ended learning
experience; (g) the multiple entry-exit learning experience; and
(h) independent study. (2) How well did the System, when operational-
ized, meet its project goals such as: (a) stimulating faculty to
question course content, pedagogic style, role in the program; (b)
being a smooth running system; (c) varying faculty workload, and (d)
implementing a streamlined course approval system, etc. (3) How well
vi
did the System function when viewed as a change strategy?
In addition to the preceding, the investigation further researched
(1) what faculty members did before Fall, 1972 that was similar or
adaptable to the Flexible Curriculum System; (2) which of the Flexible
Curriculum System's features were used between Fall, 1972 and Spring,
1976, and the results of said usage, and (3) which of the Flexible
Curriculum System's features have remained as possibilities in the
structuring of curriculum after Spring, 1976.
Procedure
The data was gathered by means of the "Flexible Curriculum System
Questionnaire," an instrument designed by the investigator for the
sole purpose of the study. The questionnaire was subjected to the
rigors of field testing, modified, and mailed to the study population.
Results were coded and analyzed by means of the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS computer program), as well as manually
where appropriate.
Findings
Findings from the study included: (1) The Flexible Curriculum
System introduced several alternative curriculum structures to faculty
members who, until Fall, 1972, were unaware of these options; (2)
When the alternative curriculum structures were used, most produced
beneficial results; (3) After termination of the Flexible Curriculum
Experiment, several of the features and options still remained as
current or future options; (4) The goals of the Flexible Curriculum
Experiment were clear and that this investigation leaves no doubt as
to the degree of success reached by the System in its operational
phase in meeting its goals, and (5) The faculty respondents were
divided in regards to deciding if the System was a successful change
instrument.
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CHAPTER I
DESCRIPTION OF THE STUDY
Introduction
The impact of reform is oftentimes difficult to assess for many
reasons. Among these is the incessant resistence reform meets in
most institutional settings--particularly educational institutions.
Conventional school routine has continually demonstrated rigidity
in regards to the integration of innovational alternatives. Stevens
states that
Reform is a perennial activity in American schools. The
professionals who run them pride themselves on their
openness to change and innovation Yet there is no hard
evidence that the nation's school system is in the midst
of fundamental redesign. There is, in fact, more evidence
that the system is almost impervious to redesign, typically
withstanding the best efforts of the most skillful reformers.
Brainerd adds,
Normally change, when it does occur in such institutions,
takes the form of slow, often reluctant, evolutionary
alternatives which become apparent over a period of years.
Such reforms have generally been sufficiently small in
scope and substance as to not significantly affect, except
when viewed in the perspective of decades, the fundamental
assumptions, structures, and educational policies and
processes of the institution.
^
Such is the case with the focal point of this investigation in
regards to the institution of academic credit by Charles Elliot at
Harvard University in 1892, to modular credit in 1969, and to flexible
curriculum in 1972, both at the School of Education at the University
3
of Massachusetts. In retrospect, the Second Newman Report,
views a
2system which is supposed to serve students and society but has been
reluctantly slow in the adaptation of innovational change. This
reluctance is essentially a historical failing. Changing social,
racial, political, environmental and financial trends have not been
met by the significant educational changes which are necessary to keep
pace. Furthermore, all indications point, as Mayhew says, 4 to the
continual and accelerated pace of these changing trends at such a rate
that the University may soon find itself in an irreversible pernicious
cycle. The present and future must not allow this to continue.
Mindful that "the present and future" must not allow educational
changes to lag, the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts
underwent a dramatic change in leadership during the 1967-68 academic year
with the naming of Dwight Allen (former associate professor of education
at Stanford University) as Dean. His arrival was marked with a strong
mandate towards change. Among his reforms was the introduction of modular
credit in 1969. As a result of continual research and experimentation with
modular credit within the School, the implementation of the Flexible Cur-
riculum System (see Definition of Terms) during the Fall of 1972 occurred.
A shift in emphasis from the traditional inflexible format in curriculum
structuring ensued with flexible curriculum being the vehicle for the
innovational alternative. Flexible Curriculum, by its very nature
consisted of a myriad of alternatives; alternatives limited only to one's
imagination. Its introduction into a School which had become locked into
conventionality required the vision to think through possible alternatives,
the establishment of the all important test base, and the stamina to keep
3trying even at the risk of failure. The School's emphasis toward
academic reform held nothing as sacred. The zero based approach used
flexible curriculum as its building foundation. Content areas such as
teacher preparation, inservice education, curriculum design, etc. all
received modification when operationalized within flexible curriculum.
In a sense, the Flexible Curriculum System was the cornerstone for all
of the in-school innovation which was to follow. Marathons, weekend
seminars, one session learning experiences were just a few of the
advantages included within this system.
But as is most always the case, the changes made by Dwight Allen
did not transpire without much internal conflict--especial ly from those
whose professional pride had been bruised by Allen's methods. Methods
which some likened to antics but in any event were to become his oper-
ating trademark. His goal was to improve education by means of insti-
tutionalizing change. 5 And as usually happens, change meets with the
defenders of the status quo. Part of Allen's strategy to combat the
internal critics was the hiring of a "critical mass" of change oriented,
quality people. In the initial year under Allen, the School saw over
thirty-five new faculty members joining its ranks--doubl i ng the School's
teaching staff. Concurrent to the hirings was the concerted effort towards
and the receiving of new funding to support the new Dean, his revamped
faculty and his so-called radically reformative innovations.
An example of funding was a grant of $53,000 given to the School
of Education by the Carnegie Foundation of New York in February, 1971.
The grant was awarded on the basis of the proposal written by Philip R.
4Christensen, 6 at that time a doctoral candidate in the School of Educa-
tion working in conjunction with Dwight Allen. Further examination of
the merits of the Flexible Curriculum System was the basis of an addi-
tional $32,000 for the sole purpose of covering the implementation and
transition costs during the system's initial year of functioning. While
the grants only totalled $85,000, their impact was reinforcing.
It should be noted that an implicit assumption by Christensen and
Allen was that the Flexible Curriculum System was not intended to be a
panacea to scheduling and credit. The emphasis was placed on the improve-
ment of the standardized system with the intention of being a stepping
stone for future change. The awarding of the grant and the program
sponsored by its monies were actual proof of the evolution of an idea
(the proposal for flexible curriculum) passing into actuality (the
process of approval, implementation and actual usage). Armed with the
successes (carrying out a limited modular credit system and the $85,000
received from the Carnegie Foundation for the implementation of Flexible
Curriculum), its proponents packaged the Flexible Curriculum System and
presented it to the necessary School and University committees for their
approval before it could become fully operational. Thus, early in 1971
( January-February ) saw the proposal pass through the appropriate committees.
First the Executive Committee of the School Council and then the Academic
Affairs Committee. Finally the School Council approved the procedure with
the recommendation that implementation be put off for six months.
At this
juncture, approval was also received by the University's Graduate Council.
5Approval was in terms of a one-year planning period with the stipulation
that final approval would be received within one year, giving the project
staff a year for final planning, and the solution of problems. After
several months of arduous planning, an interim program report was written.
Its circulation generated valuable feedback from many sources. The
interim report and the feedback it generated aided the final system
design for the final planning report which was completed in February of
1972. In March, both the School Council and the Graduate Assembly approved
the implementation of flexible curriculum for fall of 1972. But, alas, the
limitless approval process was not complete. The proposal travelled
from the Faculty Senate to the Senate Academic Matters Committee where
it was decided in Senate Document 73-007 that implementation was an admin-
istrative matter and did not require Faculty Senate approval. (For the
record, the minutes of the 198th meeting of the Senate on November 9, 1972
voted down a motion to delay said implementation.) All the work done by
these committees led to the finality of an administrative decision.
At this point, there appears to have been a discrepancy in the
scope of the administrative approval given Dwight Allen by Dr. Mortimer
Appley, Dean of the Graduate School. This investigator has found that
although approval appears to have been given by Dr. Appley, he expressed
disdain at the appearance of the flexible curriculum's first preregistra-
tion. As a result, a memorandum was sent by Dr. Appley to Dr. David
Bischoff, Special Assistant to the Provost, who then revised his own
approval to include several new modifications; the least of these being
6a revised one-year approval. In the professional judgment of some,
these changes appeared to be more political than pedagogic and con-
tinued to present themselves throughout the experiment. Eventually
the Graduate Council (April 4, 1973) recommended that the new one-year
span be extended for an additional two years and that during this
period, "a joint Graduate Council -School of Education Committee be
formed to evaluate the School's flexible curriculum." Overtly, it
appears that on the basis of the evaluation committee's work, several
of the innovational concepts introduced by the flexible system were
to be integrated into the University's overall operation but that
flexible curriculum/the unitized system was to be discontinued. Co-
vertly, even though the principals were removed from the controversy
due to relocation, resignation and the like, it appears that many of
the original political arguments had reappeared and at the first oppor-
tunity the new system was itself relegated to history."^
Statement of the Problem
The investigation examines various aspects appurtenant to the
evolution of the Flexible Curriculum System at the School of Education
on the Amherst Campus of the University of Massachusetts. Among these
are:
1. Which of Flexible Curriculum's unique aspects are still
in use—unique aspects such as:
a. the single session learning experience
b. the multiple session learning experience
7c. the semester-long learning experience
d. the extended learning experience
e. the variable credit learning experience
f. the open-ended learning experience
g. the multiple entry-exit learning experience
h. independent study
2. How well did the System, when operationalized, meet
its project goals such as:
a. stimulating faculty to question course
content, pedagogic style, role in the
program
b. operating smoothly
c. varying faculty workload
d. implementing a streamlined course approval
system, etc.
3. How well did the System function when viewed as a
change strategy?
The investigator's extensive experience with the System leads to the
contention that these and many other salient issues in regards to the
Flexible Curriculum System have, until this investigation, remained
unanswered. The investigator further hypotheses that several of the
System's unique aspects are still being applied and are still having
impact on the School's curriculum. On the basis of the research, the
investigator believes that many of these questions will be answered.
Thereby, helping to answer an even more important issue, was flexible
8curriculum a victim of an innovational trend, the environment at the
School of Education and the University as a whole, or did its passing
represent the time merits of the system? Did flexible curriculum
receive an equitable chance to succeed on its own merits or did it
fall prey to politics which are inherent within education and in this
case the University?
In the face of demands by students and taxpayers alike for the
University to be more responsive to current and future needs, the moti-
vation for the termination of Flexible Curriculum is a serious question.
It is difficult to discern why the University has returned to its more
traditional system for course scheduling and credit. More questionable
is how the School of Education, administration, faculty and students
allowed the reversal from flexible curriculum to "standardized schedul-
ing and credit" without the furor one would expect from a school dedicated
to the betterment of education via change and innovation. Was the mandate
towards change repealed or did the School find methods to satisfy both the
central administration as well as its own constituency.?
In an effort to clarify the degree of impact of the change to Flexi-
ble Curriculum, the investigation further researches (1) what faculty
members did before Fall, 1972 that was similar or adaptable to the Flexi-
ble Curriculum System; (2) Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's
features were used between Fall, 1972 and Spring, 1976, and the reactions
to said usage, and (3) Which of the Flexible Curriculum System s features
have remained as possibilities in the structuring of curriculum after
Spring, 1976? The conclusion of the research should leave no reasonable
9doubt as to the impact and lasting effects of the Flexible Curriculum
System.
Definition of Terms
The following definition of terms is intended to facilitate the
readability of the study. As other such terms appear, they too will
be defined.
Modular Credit is based upon principles which state that a module
of credit is linked to a very small unit of time in order to provide
for the maximum degree of flexibility. At the School of Education,
one module evolved into a unit having one one-hundredth of one Univer-
sity credit.
Flexible Curriculum at the School of Education operated under an
administrative/instructional procedure based on the philosophy that
alternative instructional formats (alternative to three hours a week,
semester long) provided an improved potential in the effectiveness and
responsiveness in the total curricular program. Based on a refinement
of a standard credit unit called a modular credit (one credit equaling
100 modular credits), this procedure provided a number of advantages
not readily available to the faculty previously. By allowing for a
wide variety of credit units (less than one, more than three) and time
frames (one hour to four years) and by providing an administrative
system that tracked and accounted for faculty and student learning
experience (LEX) load on an accumulating basis, the Flexible Curriculum
reduced the instructional constraints normally associated with arbitrary
10
semester time periods. Although there were still real constraints to
completely open scheduling due to limited room availability and student
schedule conflicts, it was still generally possible to offer learning
experiences of varying duration, intensity and organization. The
nature of the LEX becoming more determined by the content and clientele
rather than the prescribed time period of the semester. Under the
Flexible Curriculum, faculty were able to submit learning experiences
even after the semester started, thus giving a unique vitality and
responsiveness to the School's academic program. A corollary to this
latter point was that faculty were more able to experiment with new
content areas, class organization, etc. without investing an entire
semester in it. With this ability to vary LEX's, faculty could also
develop periods of release time in their own schedules during the
g
semester for activities such as concentrated writing, research, etc.
While some likened it to a "quantified, essentially time linked
mechanism ," 9 it was substantially more than that. In reality, flexible
curriculum became the basis of limitless options such as "multiple
entry and exit, the single session learning experience," etc. (to be
defined in context)
.
Learning Experience (LEX) is a term which is synonymous with
courses under the flexible curriculum system.
Design of the Study
The design of the study is such that it encouraged maximum input
from the participants. Among those contributing to the
investigation
11
were those faculty members who were at the School of Education before
and during the implementation of the Flexible Curriculum System and
those who were still teaching at the School after the termination of
Flexible Curriculum on a formal basis.
It became plain that the only reasonable option open to the
investigator in an effort to present an all inclusive study was that
of collecting and analyzing data which ranged in time from before the
inception of Flexible Curriculum to the present. The tool used in
the data collection process was a structured, written questionnaire.
Respondents were not provided with an opportunity to identify themselves.
The process was kept as anonymous as possible in an effort to attain
true reactions and opinions without fear of reprisals. Questions ranged
in style from specific, objective inquiries to those which were open-
ended. Even though the population utilized in the data collection process
was somewhat limited, it in fact represented all persons who met the
criteria. The results should be simultaneously of relevance to those
interested in the lasting results of the Flexible Curriculum System and
those interested in a specific case of change and innovation.
To achieve these results, the investigator designed a format which
not only maximized input, but encouraged accuracy. The steps of the
investigation were as follows:
1. Writing, submitting and approval of the dissertation proposal
2. Meeting with Dean to discuss study approval
3. Field-testing of instrument (questionnaire)
Formulation of final cover letter and questionnaire4.
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5. Mailing of questionnaire
6. Analysis of data
7. Presentation of conclusions and recommendations
Step One consisted of the writing, submitting, and obtaining
approval (or modification and approval) of the proposal. This took place
by means of the investigator's research and meetings with key personali-
ties such as doctoral committee members.
Step Two was designed to acquaint the Dean of the School of Education
with the study.
Step Three saw the cover letter, questionnaire and the stamped,
addressed return envelope subjected to the rigors of a field-test.
Approximately 10-20 former and present School of Education faculty members
were randomly chosen on the basis of the following: (1) they taught at
the School before and during Flexible Curriculum and (2) they taught at
the School during and after Flexible Curriculum.
Step Four is where additional and final modifications were made in
the cover letter and questionnaire as per field-test results.
Step Five culminated in the mailing of the revised questionnaire,
cover letter, and stamped, addressed return envelope. The questionnaire
was mailed via first class mail with stamped return envelopes. Two
weeks after the original mailing, a second letter was sent to all parti-
cipants for the purpose of thanking them for their valuable time and in-
put (if they had completed the questionnaire), or to ask them to complete
the questionnaire and return it.
Step Six was an objective analysis of the data. The investigator,
13
mindful that: (1) the application of a statistical method cannot make
a poor experiment into a good one; (2) the power of data to persuade
us that "such and such" is true must rest on a critical appreciation of
the experiment and its logic as a whole, not some statistical statement
taken out of context, and (3) a well conceived and conducted experiment
makes use of statistical methods as invaluable aids in classifying the
meaning of the experiment and in providing assurance that the conclusions
reached are capable of generalization, analyzed the data by means of:
1. "one-way" frequency distributions which in an
exploratory study such as this provide data rela-
tive to respondent percentages.
2. "Cross tabulations." These multi-way frequency
distributions provide data which enable the in-
vestigator to see which particular groupings had
certain characteristics. Concurrently, a rank
ordering of data at this stage aid in the analysis.
Where appropriate, measures of central tendency,
measures of dispersion, etc. are used.
Inherent in this procedure are the following steps:
1. Establishment of a basic data array which assign
a value for each sample unit.
2. Editing of the data to ensure that they are readable
and accurate.
Coding of all the closed ended questions for the
SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences)
3 .
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computer analysis.
Limitations of the Study
Recognizing the somewhat finite nature of the data generated,
the researcher concedes that the study is somewhat limited to the
case and issues at hand at the School of Education at the University
of Massachusetts. Concurrently, this has been done by design and can
only be considered as a limitation when the study is interpreted as an
all encompassing, global document in regards to any analogous system.
Many of the events discussed and results arrived at represent the
School and University's attitude towards these transpirations. In no
respect can these results be deemed as isolated currents of opinion.
In retrospect, the study has been designed to include all the
aspects previously mentioned with emphasis being placed on the lasting
impact of the various innovational aspects of the Flexible Curriculum
System. While the research is confined to the School of Education
faculty and administrators, the limited population does not invalidate
the study.
And finally, the usage of a standardized questionnaire (see
Appendix B), although impersonal in nature, reduces the ambiguities
salient with personal interviews. The uniformity enables more accurate
responses thus culminating in a more realistic study.
Significance of the Study
Research can be classified into many categories: two of these group-
15
ings are basic and applied research. In light of the fact that the study
is being undertaken as a partial solution to a set of immediate questions,
it can be classified as applied research. At the same time it also
possesses elements related to basic research in that the investigation
is simultaneously adding to the organized body of knowledge regarding
the School of Education's use of modular scheduling. The practical
problem as stated in "The Statement of the Problem" is that there has
been no study to date examining the Flexible Curriculum System's change
strategies and even more importantly, the lasting impact after Flexible
Curriculum's termination. Such research is important for several reasons.
Foremost among these reasons is that at the conclusion of any experimental
project, especially one which was so prominent in the makeup of the School
of Education, should receive the benefit of an evaluation which can measure
significant benefits--in this case--significant remnants realized. For
those institutions contemplating a modular/flexible curriculum system,
either in part or whole, the research should provide not only an analysis
of the School of Education's experience with the System, but could serve
as a resource guide. Results of such a study add to the accountability
factor which has become so important in education today. Innovational
reform needs such research which in turn adds to the valuable data base
when the "day of reckoning" arrives and the decision to render an innova-
tion as dysfunctional or not must be made. Change constantly needs to
be able to withstand the pressures of those who reject it for reasons
other than clear objectives. The failure of an innovation due to an
ineffective data base can be worse than failure due to inadequate
design.
16
To date the relevant literature reveals that no other institution has
instituted a similar course offering system and part of the reason may
be that all the answers concerning assessment of inherent system com-
plexities are still incomplete. Hopefully this work rectifies such a
situation. The price of neglect is simply too much to pay.
Organization of the Dissertation
Chapter One introduces the problem and its background, presents
an overview of the problem, discusses the significance and limitations
of the study, lists relevant terms which are used, and briefly describes
the design of the study.
Chapter Two provides a review of pertinent literature and research
on the topic of Flexible Curriculum. It also provides an in-depth
historical perspective of the Flexible Curriculum System at the School
of Education at the University of Massachusetts.
Chapter Three includes the rationale for the study, an explanation
for the research design and the sample for the study. The instrument
to collect the data and the methodology used by the investigator are
also included.
Chapter Four lists and analyzes the pertinent data generated by
the study.
Chapter Five contains a summary of the study results, presents
conclusions, observations and recommendations for further research.
17
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Introduction
Chapter II outlines and describes references in the literature
which render credibility and insight into the state of issues in
question. The three major foci are the development of: (1) "innova-
tional " trends in education; (2) Flexible Scheduling, and (3) the
Flexible Curriculum System at the School of Education at the University
of Massachusetts. By keeping these three foci in mind, the investigator
provides a chronological review of the trends and climate which has
spurred the first experimentation with Flexible Scheduling at Stanford
University and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology in the early
1 960 ' s up to and including the development of the Flexible Curriculum
System at the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts.
An in-depth review also provides the substance to questions: why?;
where?; what?; and how?; in regards to Flexible Scheduling-Curriculum.
The Development of Innovational Trends in Education
As Brainerd^ (among numerous others) continually states, one of
the major paradoxes of our time is that of the University and its
resistance to change. The very purpose of the University (and school
systems in general) dictates that change must never cease and desist,
but must occur at all costs. To date, the lack of these advancements
p
has been a historical failing. The University is no longer a self-
sufficient community of scholars unrelated to or unaffected by society
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on the whole. Forces which influence individual universities and the
university system as a whole to be more responsive to the world outside
of the ivy walls are infinite but among them are: changing political
and economic patterns; increased demands by a more diverse society
for education; increased awareness of the need for affirmative action
awareness; advanced research and system development in education. These
forces and the limitless, unlisted counterparts should be providing the
stimulus for the changes which lead to a more meaningful education.
Coombs 3 states throughout his study that despite its size (schools
and Universities) and rapid growth, despite the enormous contribution
it has made to progress elsewhere in society, education has been notor-
iously slow to change its internal arrangements. He continues to say
that throughout history, schools and colleges have been the most conser-
vative of all human institutions with respect to their own internal
affairs. The typical time lag between the inception of a new idea or
practice and its adoption by a majority of schools or universities has
been on the order of 25 to 50 years. Coombs continues by saying that
it is no exaggeration to state that there has not been a profoundly
radical innovation in the technology of education since the introduction
of the book in the 17th Century. The investigator is not in total
agreement but when one scans the self-contained classrooms with their
screeching, dirty blackboards, with their one teacher, and with their
textbook as bible, one begins to understand Coombs' flavor.
Samuel Baskin 4 suggests (in several of his works) many interesting
theories as to why there is so much resistance to change and who has
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been responsible for the staggeringly slow pace. Among these theories
are: (1) habits and tradition (we teach the way we were taught); (2)
vested interests (we protect our own domain); (3) usage of the bureau-
cracy (what better way to stifle creativity than to send it through
channels); (4) the history of education itself (education happens when
a student comes to class, takes a seat, and looks at the teacher); (5)
financial difficulties; (6) the inherent reward system (what is in it
for one who takes the risk to challenge the system); (7) lack of time.
As for personalities, the tendency is for each party to protect itself
and to, of course, place the responsibility elsewhere. The professor
blames the administration, the administration blames the professor.
The student is left to blame each.
At the point of asking "why" and "who," there is a need for self-
examination, examination of the system, those working within the system,
and the products resulting from the System. Incumbent is the need to
analyze what changes are required. The ensuing revision should not be
made for the simple sake of change. To be productive, the change must
be planned, have clear objectives, have appropriate support, have
practical means for implementation and provisions for adequate and
impartial evaluation. Watson 5 states that it is one thing to simply
institute change; it is quite another to seek to evaluate the effects
of such a change or to gain, through research, a better understanding
of the necessary strategies involved in the inception and adaptation
of change.
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Innovational Process
Logically, the preceding pages lead to the investigation of the
process; practice; and research of an innovation. Scrutiny of the
literature has produced a comprehensive list of steps which should be
considered when viewing such a global topic as innovational change.
Among these are the following currents of opinion: (1) the process of
innovation varies with the nature of the change, accretion is simple,
design often difficult; (2) the process of innovation varies with the
source of the initiative; (3) Reisman® states that deans are more inno-
vative than presidents or professors. The Flexible Curriculum installa-
tion at the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts supports
Reisman's theory. (The "Critical Mass Theory" used by Dwight Allen early
in his tenure as dean follows.^) (4) The greatest opportunity to be
innovative is when an institution begins from scratch.® (5) Parsons^
and Lewin 10 follow with the notion that the supporters of an innovation
have many and oftentimes divergent motives. Parsons' theory that multi-
motives and vested interests, and Lewin's "force field analysis" could
together be likened into the adage that politics makes strange bed-
fellows. (6) Miles' 11 policy for introducing a "temporary system"
appears to be a promising technique for the introduction of a climate
for cooperative change. He expands by stating that revitalization of a
system can often be realized by spending a few days away from the usual
setting. (The School of Education's Colorado Retreat for example.
12
)
(7) Argyris and Blanchard
13 theorize that successful implementation and
acceptance of an innovation is facilitated by early involvement
in its
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design. (8) Hand-in-hand is the theory that the first step in an en-
lightened innovation is to move from sensing a problem to diagnosing
its real causes, such as what is wrong and what are the real problems.
(9) A systemwide14 and localized change in any part of a system tends
to have effects on other parts of the system. (10) Before an innova-
tion can have influence as stated in "step 9," it must reach a required
size and level of viability. (11) Finally, Gardner 15 concludes with the
contention that innovations typically proceed more slowly than might
generally be expected; that good results take longer to achieve; that
few innovations receive careful evaluation; and that innovations, once
accepted and established, become as resistant to change as were their
predecessors.
The search of literature has also produced several areas where
resistance may work to counter an innovation's acceptance and success.
Merton^ 5 investigates "bureaucratic" difficulties such as when the "means"
are valued while the "ends" are ignored. If a proposal is educationally
sound and if it is a better way to educate students, a way to administer
it should be found. Bavelas 17 states that success should be an "on going
activity." If one regards oneself or one's institution as a failure, im-
provement will show after coaching, but if there is a feeling of doing
well, there tends to be difficulty in a readiness to innovate.
The list of difficulties, too, is unending, but among the more salient
(inclusions) are: professional autonomy— or lack of it; unfavorable finan-
cial climates; old age and its air of "stand pat;" lack of broad
overall
perspective; disinterest; bruised personal feelings, etc.— all of which
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work against the successful implementation of innovational change.
Innovational summation. In retrospect, the innovator, if s/he is to be
successful in any but the most superficial ways, must be aware of, and
function so as to eliminate or reduce restraining factors. Steps put
forth (see generally footnotes 1-17) to aid in the process are:
1. prove the existence of a need for change;
2. indicate that things can be done better;
3. work out ways of operating within the tradition
of professional autonomy;
4. get adversaries to discuss change in terms of
objectives
, not means;
5. realize and point out when, and to what extent,
objections are rooted inirrelevant disciplinary
concerns;
6. prove that change is worth the added cost (if any);
7. demonstrate that change will not add to work loads;
8. get the support of the largest number of effected
people possible.
Furthermore, the mores of reality dictate that to be successful in an
innovational venture, the change agent must have the fire and zeal of
an imaginative and enthusiastic leader, but must also possess the
patience and sensitivity of a diplomat and psychologist.
Technological advances . Silberman^ has taken the position in a Fortune
(August, 1966) article that educational innovation and change are not now
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entirely the virgin responsibility of the school, the professionals, the
students or the parents. Schools have been discovered by "big business"
and since the discovery, neither the schools or big business are likely
to be the same again. Salient areas where big business influence has
been felt are: (1) technological advances such as the development of the
computer and applying computer systems to educational situations, and (2)
the investment and procurement by industrial concerns into the educational
support field. The companies possessed resources of manpower, talent and
capital and a commitment to innovation far greater than education had seen
before. Examples of the influx of business into education are many:
1. General Electric and Time-Life Corporation
purchasing General Learning Corporation;
2. Radio Corporation of America owning Random
House Publishers
3. International Business Machines owning
Science Research Associates
4. Xerox Corporation controlling Wesleyan University
Press, American Educational Publications, Basic
Systems, Incorporated, and University Microfilm.
By moving into education, the business world has placed a significantly
sharper challenge at the door of educators. Response to the challenge
could
and in reality is shaping American education now and for generations
to
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come. Silberman continues
..rarely have United States' corporations assumed a role
so
fraught with danger for society, as well as for themselves,
or so filled with responsibility and opportunity.
For over
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the long run, the new business-government thrust is likely
to transform both the organization and the context of edu-
cation, and through it, the character and shape of American
society itself.
The implications are clear.
Furthermore, foundations such as Ford, Carnegie, Sloan, etc. have
already made their presence felt. Their efforts added to the growing
movement for both curricular reform and individualized instruction.
The efforts of these vested groups arrived at a technologically advan-
tageous time in that it was during these same mid-1950's that advances
in new high speed, economical digital computers came of age. First
routine clerical and accounting functions were handled. As the post-
Sputnik emphasis on education became a harsh reality, the aforementioned
groups made additional funding available. The 1958 National Defense
Education Act (NDEA)20 provided a considerable influx of federal money
on a matching basis to state education departments in support of develop-
ments in data processing. The Ford Foundation^ was also very actively
involved via its computer related grants to: (1) New England Educational
Data Systems (NEEDS); (2) Iowa State University; (3) Massachusetts Insti-
tute of Technology; (4) Educational Testing Service (ETS) ; etc. Thus the
need for educational data processing surfaced. The reality of the situa-
tion left the educator in a situation where, if the educator is not ready
or able to rise above defensiveness and vested interests, and institute
change from within, the new force, whether liked or not may do it for
s/him and s/he may not like the results.
The Development of Flexible Scheduling
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Armed with the mandate discussed earlier in the chapter, several
pioneers set forth with the work of applying computer technology to
the enhancement of education. Members of the vanguard included men such
as A. G. Holzman22 at the University of Pittsburgh, J. Blakesley23 at
Purdue University; and G. Ernest Anderson, Jr. of the New England School
Development Council. 24 Until this time, educational theory was far
ahead of administrative procedure, 2 ^ but the recent technological
advances in computer utilization produced the beginnings of curricular
change. Spring of 1960 saw the concept of variable modular scheduling
gain popularity at schools such as Stanford University and the Massachu-
setts Institute of Technology. As the knowledge of the system design
spread so did its popularity. The National Association of Secondary
School Principals' comprehensive "Staff Utilization Studies" (1961)
sparked the drive for curricular reform2 ^ based on varied patterns in
instruction. These varied, alternative patterns, which are now routinely
possible only through the use of computer scheduling included: large and
small classes; long and short classes; team teaching; tutorial and inde-
pendent study, etc. In order to achieve these ends, school time patterns,
staff arrangements, physical facilities, and the curriculum were all
scrutinized. Such scrutinization led to the posing of serious questions
concerning the priorities and objectives which had evolved to a system
of priorities which forced courses and students into organizational
structures rather than fitting appropriate organizational patterns to
educational goals.
27
In retrospect, until the work of men such as Holzman, Blakesley,
et. al., the conventional school administrator was limited in the uses
of data processing. Payroll, attendance, grading and other clerical
chores were possible, but not scheduling. An inordinate amount of time
was spent scheduling class meeting times with minimal conflicts in
respect to time restrictions, physical facilities and teacher-student
demands. As computer technology evolved, students could be scheduled
to classes but only within the constraints of a previously hand-developed
master school schedule. The end results being the traditional high school
"eggcrate schedule"^ 7 with its inherent uniformity. (Eggcrate likened to
a long hallway with rooms on each side, occupied by a teacher, having a
sameness in the number of students and amount of time. When the bell
rings, the same procedure is carried out only with a reshuffling of the
"eggcrate slots.") Clearly, educational concerns were placed in the
rears of administrative procedure—all students were to master the same
course content, in the same way, at the same rate,— regardless of the
teachers.
Flexible Scheduling provided a means for altering the above procedures
by furnishing an operating framework characterized by classes: of unequal
length; meeting at different periods throughout the week; and geared to
the individual needs of the students.^ The variable time frames, class
sizes, teacher assignments, room arrangements, and course offerings were
no longer viewed in eggcrate terms but in terms of a jigsaw puzzle,
utilizing optimal instructional patterns. Thus, having the missing
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pieces in the jigsaw pattern classified as unscheduled time, time
when instead of being relegated to study hall, the student is free
to work as s/he sees fit—remedial work, tutoring, independent study,
mini -courses, etc.
29Allen and DeLay have written that the goal of obtaining freedom
to experiment with a wide range of curricular alternatives has become
reality and that curriculum reform has gained not only academic support
but financial support from the Educational Facilities Laboratories
(funded by the Ford Foundation). Suddenly one-half century of scheduling
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restrictions were under fire. The attack was advanced on two fronts—
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology under the direction of Robert
E. Holz and Stanford University under Robert N. Bush, Dwight W. Allen
and Robert V. Oakford.
The Generalized Academic Simulation Program, GASP, system originated
in 1961 at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology under the direction
of Holtz. With computer time donated by IBM the initial programs were
written and subjected to the rigors of testing during 1962. By 1964
a revised version was completed and in 1965 twenty-five high schools
were using the system. Unfortunately Holtz looked upon his work as a
"pragmatic" effort in that the only advantage was the computer's speed
and accuracy in testing the proposed schedules and alternatives. The
logic was one which closely simulated all the clerical aspects of manual
scheduling. Furthermore, 5-15 computer runs were required under the
close scrutinization of the programmer. Such factors limited the
success
of the system.
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Work at Stanford proceeded in a different direction. Many of the
complexities which had presented themselves in the GASP were eliminated
by programming the computer to do more preprogramming decision-making
while assuming a more detailed, accurate, and sequential definition of
the initial scheduler's input data, thus generating a successful schedule
in three or less computer 31 runs. The Stanford School Scheduling System,
SSSS, was more efficient to use in that it demanded less costly computer
time. Kratochvil likens the objectives of flexible scheduling and more
specifically SSSS into one word, "ENABLING." 32 Enabling: (1) the effec-
tive implementation of some widely accepted, current educational theories
and practices; (2) a process of evolving experimentation. The latter
based on the former. Since no one knew, or presently knows now what
the best teaching and learning strategies are, a good place to start is
to make the experimenting easier. Clearly, modular flexible scheduling
encouraged a varied lot of educational theories and practice. Within
this noninclusive group are: (1) placing the burden for learning—self
direction, decision making, course choice, etc. on the student; (2)
performance criteria rather than "time spent" as the basis of instruc-
tional objectives and learning; (3) resource centers and multimedia
instruction; (4) process and concept centered curriculum; (5) non-graded-
ness, individualization; (6) use of paraprofessionals, team teaching,
and teacher development; (7) more intimate and meaningful individual
teacher-student relationships along with student-to-student tutoring,
(8) more efficient utilization of time; (9) more efficient
utilization
of the available physical plant space, etc. But as with any new system,
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procedure, piece of hardware, etc., the system could only be as good as
the use made of it.
The Stanford School Scheduling System (SSSS, S-4) was the culmina-
tion of the effort of Robert N. Bush, professor of education, Dwight W.
Allen, doctoral candidate until 1959, and then associate professor of
education, and Robert V. Oakford, professor of industrial engineering
and specialist in the application of computers to university administra-
tion, between 1960 and 1968. Bush and Allen did the majority of the
theoretical work in the use of time in the curriculum in relation to
instructional formats and their impact on subject matter and student
needs. Oakford 33 was called in an attempt to apply computer technology
to the scheduling problem of "wanting to schedule new programs but not
having the technology to do so." Oakford replied that he needed a
detailed description of schedule building logic in order to write a
program to utilize the hardware currently available. Eventually this was
done using Oakford 's strategy of predecision making where the computer
was not called upon to make human policy decisions. To be cost and
speed efficient, these judgements had to be clearly and precisely defined,
upon this definition, translated into the computer program. Thus the
beginning of flexible scheduling.
Usage of flexible scheduling . As the flexible scheduling concept became
more concrete, its usage became widespread. Pioneer schools for the
SSSS were Homestead High School in Sunnyvale, California, Lincoln High
School in Stockton, California, and Marshall High School in Portland,
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Oregon. The second year, fall of 1973, saw schools such as the Virgin
Valley High School in Mesquite, Nevada and Claremont High School in
Claremont, California come on line. The efforts put forth at Mesquite
are well documented by Blaine Allan 34 and those at Claremont by W. Deane
Wiley and Lloyd K. Bishop. 35 Wiley and Bishop present a detailed account
of system background and system usage. (Appendix A36 lists schools by
geographic location who had, at that time, tied into the SSSS.)
It should be noted the GASP also realized some limited success
during the early 1960's. Among schools using GASP were: Wayland High
School, Wayland, Massachusetts; Cohasset High School, Cohasset, Massachu-
setts; Ridgewood High School, Norridge, Illinois; and Pascack Hills High
School, Montvale, New Jersey. 37
Other Curricular Changes . Most noticeable in flexible scheduling experi-
mentation is the absence of any institution of higher education. Obviously
the prime reason for this omission was that no college or university had
yet to use flexible scheduling. The advent of changes in curricular
design were in reality slow to appear in higher education. Those changes
which did appear were searching for new structures to meet education's
prevailing challenge of depth and breadth, which translates into an acute
desire to find new arrangements to space and time--a search for environ-
mental positioning to add greater meaning to the students' educational
experience. Until the introduction of Flexible Curriculum at the School
of Education at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst in Fall, 1972,
the investigator's list of (noninclusi ve) altered curricular offerings
read as follows:
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1. St. Louis University--initiation of individual
latitude in curricular choice allowing freedom to
constant program to personal educational objectives;
2. United States Naval Academy--al lowed students greater
choice in social sciences and humanities by changing
curriculum regulations;
3. Stanford University School of Medici ne--al lowed
students to have freedom in course selection which in
reality gave the students a choice in their future
development - they were not relegated to accept a
dictated path;
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4. Bennington and Goddard—released students to travel
off campus for field study;
5. Macalester College--the optional scheduling of
3Qindependent inquiry,
6. Florida Presbyterian College— had a January interim
session designed to develop qualities of self-discipline
in pursuits requiring the student to be the prime ex-
plorer,
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and at the end of the first year, 60% of work
as supervised independent study, eliminating textbook-
survey approach, course semester structure, point credit
tabulation, making each student responsible for the
planning of course work;
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7. The College of Wooster— required one fifth of time
during last two years in independent study; 41
8. Monteith College-fostered independence by moving
students through general education course with
independent activities.
The investigator also found schools such as Carlton, Brandeis,
Duke, Goucher, Princeton and Knox eliminating barriers ranging from
new admission policies, multiple purpose living-learning centers, and
dissolving class and course structures to new physical arrangements.
Furthermore, pilot programs (sponsored by Ford) in independent study
allowed students at Lake Forest, Colorado, Allegheny, Colby, Florida
Presbyterian, and Pomona to design individual schedules in reading,
lectures, lab and other experiences with no regular course work or
grading.
The investigator believes that while many institutes of higher
education have instituted varied alterations in their curricular
patterns, none were as extensive as those introduced by Flexible Cur-
riculum in regards to course structuring.
The Development of Flexible Curriculum at
the School of Education at the University
of Massachusetts
Dwight Allen's arrival, as previously mentioned in Chapter One,
was marked by a strong mandate for change. To those familiar
with Allen s
previous professional accomplishments, it was reasonable to assume
that a
portion of his work in the field of Flexible Scheduling would
carry over
to his new post as Dean at the School of Education.
The preceding
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discussions make note of limited curricular modification in higher
education, modifications which were nowhere near the magnitude of what
was to transpire at Allen's School of Education. 4 ^ To date, all work
in flexible scheduling, save the noted limited modifications, had been
at the primary and secondary levels. Curriculum transformation at the
School of Education changed the scope of flexible scheduling. The
transformation was in fact the first attempt for a school to attempt
such global change at the university level.
Fall of 1972 brought the introduction of the administrative/in-
structional procedure renamed from Flexible Scheduling to Flexible Cur-
riculum. The Flexible Curriculum was an advancement of the work done
by Bush, Oakford, and Allen at Stanford University. It was a pioneering
venture based on the ideology that educational systems were locked into
inflexible structures which hindered the student. To change this un-
fortunate effect required the modification/creation and implementation
of a bold innovation—an "ENABLING"43 innovation known as Flexible
Curriculum.
At the School of Education, Flexible Curriculum was designed to
attack many of the more flagrant deficiencies found in the system.
These flaws included: inflexibility within administration; inflexi-
bility in curriculum offerings; and inflexibility in responding to the
needs of the students, faculty and the community. The new system
stimulated alternative ways in which curricular materials could be
developed and taught. Faculty, once subjected to the arbitrary con-
straints of the traditional system, restraints such as the standard
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course offering (three hours per week all semester) were free to experi-
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ment. It enabled the faculty members to use the best of their in-
tellectual facilities in the development of their curriculum. The door
to a myriad of different and unknown alternatives was opened. In a
sense, the Flexible Curriculum System was to enable freedom to be achieved
in the higher education segment of academia.
Historical perspective
. In retrospect, any building, structure or system
needs to have a foundation. The foundation on which Flexible Curriculum
was built was the administrative procedure of modular credit.^ Before
one can realize how revolutionary the introduction of modular credit was
to conventional school design, the history of the traditional educational
system and the inception of credit must be reviewed.
The search has led this investigator to believe that Flexible Cur-
riculum and modular credit are both aspects of academic freedom, academic
freedom being a by-product (i.e., development) which had its birth in the
late 1800' s. Unlike the procedures seen during the introduction of Flexi-
ble Curriculum, universities and colleges were the vanguard of innovation
and change and then, much later (twenty years or so), the public school
The review of educational philosophy presents evidence that the era was
ready for change—ready to change from the century-old view which held
education as the means for indoctrinating the students with social and
moral val ues--ready to change to a position which held the role of education
to be that of the intellectual stimulator.
Throughout most of the nineteenth century, the majority of American
colleges were under denominational control. The omnipresence of a
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basically conservative religious influence had a profound effect on the
shaping of educational principles. Instructors were considered to be
more than merely the purveyors of formal learning. They were expected
to be people high in moral stature; people who were to serve as models
for their students--an attitude which remains largely unchanged to date.
Unfortunately for both teacher and students, the two roles were often
conflicting and, formal learning was subverted by the demands of char-
acter development. In addition, the denominational college of learning
was used for the dissemination of their sectarian mores and dogma (in
some instances they were stressed more than educational accomplishment).
The result was a rigid system of education which not only did not need
any academic freedom, it would not, and could not tolerate any. Educa-
tion was wrapped up in the same old mold of tradition.
4
^ Blanchard^®
would liken the situation of faculty treatment and the education which
resulted as quadrant one behavior in the "Life Cycle Theory"--high risk-
low relationships. The students were in turn subjected to this behavior.
The doctrine was authoritarian. Courses were prescribed not on the basis
of student need, want or the like, but to fulfill the dogma put forth by
dominating doctrine. Argyris '
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maturity-immaturity continuum would find
faculty and student bodies in the realm of the immature.
As the nineteenth century drew to a close, the once omnipotent
sectarian-authoritarian influence began to break down. An enormous amount
of the change emanated from notable German philosophers of that
era, men
such as Hegel and Kant, who believed that to philosophize
"was to submit
all belief, even the very condition of knowledge, to the
verification of
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reason. Thus, education became an act of intellectual searching.
Learning was not simply a process of inculcation but "a process of
intellectual criticism and a search for reality through the very
activity of thought.
As the educational theories of the sectarian regime crumbled, so
did the sectarians' administrative constraints. There was a gross
disparity in the academic freedom allowed to the German professor in
comparison to his American counterpart. The Germans were free to
lecture, examine and to publish material on any subject. The strict
rigidity of the past was transformed into a setting void of a prescribed
syllabus; the Germans were free to seek knowledge on their own terms.
Even more crucial to academic freedom was the publication of
Darwin's Origin of the Species in 1859. Darwin's publication led to the
thought that truth was in a state of constant flux; to be defined and
redefined through a continuous process of empirical inquiry. Obviously,
this approach to science and education was in direct contrast to the
sectarian belief of truth being merely a function of faith. Thus, for
the first time since the inception of sectarian education, doubts were
raised not only as to the competence of the clerics as educators, but
as to their strict doctrine as well.
These very doubts were responsible to the strict doctrine giving
way to the addition of electives to a curriculum which was not under
constant flux. The German influence showed the way to the introduction
of practicality, variety and relevance to the halls of learning in
America. The world was changing and so too was education. To date,
the student was required to pass through the standard set of
courses
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without variation. If the courses which were dictated as necessary to
attain one's degree were passed, the reward was put forth. To cope with
the need for keeping records, and the transcription of the new educational
curriculum activities, the credit system was founded. Charles W. Elliott
led the battle, and in 1892 his quantitative system of points was intro-
duced. As President of Harvard University, he gave students curriculum
freedom and changed the requirements for the degree so that degree
attainment could only be achieved if the arithmetic measurement was
satisfied.
Elliott's quantitative system led to the introduction of an inter-
esting phenomenon called credit. By definition, a credit did not, and
does not measure learning. Credit measures time spent in a course,
usually student/ faculty contact hours. Currently, if a student accumu-
lates 120 credits, the student graduates. The inherent assumption is
that the student, by accumulating 120 credits knows enough to qualify
for a degree. Pedagogues still adhere to this assumption even though
there is very little, if any, proof that there is a direct and constant
correlation between time spent in class and the actual amount (quality,
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etc.) of learning which takes place.
The quantitative point system, which as an innovation, was originally
introduced as an aid to flexibility enjoyed initial success. Ironically
as time went on, the standard credit became an impediment to the flexi-
bility for which it was a cornerstone. Presently education is at
crossroads. One direction proceeds along the same route travelled since
Elliott's conception of credit. The other is the road of innovation--
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the road of modular credit and flexible scheduling/curriculum. 52
Modular credit
. The shift from the standard credit format to that of
modular credit enabled innovation to occur— innovation based on the
realization that all course experience must not be locked into the
standard "three hours per week/semester long" format. The routine for
knowledge dispersement became more malleable. Students, faculty and
administrators were presented with al ternati ves— new ways to learn, to
teach, to keep records, etc. The original concept of flexibility and
freedom of the 1 890 ' s was thus redefined to suit the 1970‘s.
C ?
Modular credit ° is based upon principles which state that a re-
ordering of the traditional class time allotments provide for greater
flexibility, allows for free time to plan, work on projects, or inde-
pendent study. Student and faculty freedoms are greatly increased by
placing considerable emphasis upon unscheduled, semi-scheduled and non-
traditionally scheduled time. In its refined state at the School of
Education, modular credit was defined as having one-hundred modules
equal to one university credit. Therefore, a standard, traditional
three credit course equates to three hundred modular credits, a module
being linked to a very small unit of time in order to provide for the
maximum degree of flexibility. (Originally, the School had planned
for one module to equal one-quarter hour's work.) Although time units
as minute as twelve minutes could be recorded, there was no implication
that learning should take place in these small time blocks. What it did
mean was that blocks as small as twelve minutes, i.e., one module, could
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be used to record time, whereas, under the old system, the smallest
unit of credit was one credit. Flexible Curriculum's salient advantages
were clear. Courses were no longer subjected to the previous arbitrary
time constraints, but to the option of variable density, intensity, and
organization. As always, the use of the tool rather than the tool itself
was of primary importance. The tool was a change instrument, an instru-
ment not to be considered as an end but as a vehicle in the never ending
search for improvement.^
Flexible Curriculum-objectives, procedures, definitions . Modular credit's
implementation served as the foundation to the implementation of the more
comprehensive system of Flexible Curriculum. Objectives of the Flexible
Curriculum system at the School of Education were many and varied. 55
Among these were:
1. The evolution of the time and credit structure into
a flexible system which would allow for each learning
experience to last as long as necessary, and to credit
each student's participation on a pro-rated basis,
allowing for contact hours, homework or any other type
of learning;
2. Development of a system which would help the student to
allocate time in order to participate in courses (i.e.,
learning experiences--LEX's) which would help meeting
both the needs of the individual program requirements
and the needs particular to each person;
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3. Incorporation of the changes under the new and unique
Flexible Curriculum system and their application uni-
versally, to the university system.
Means for achieving these objectives included:
1. Elimination of the course-credit structure within the
school, elimination of its inflexible course-orientated
curricular rationale, and substitution of the Flexible
Curriculum system, thus creating a learning experience
structure augmenting, not voiding the standard course
system;
2. Complementation of the University credit system by
working within the system by means of modular credit,
therefore avoiding a break between the School and
University.
3. Provision of an "in-house" system for registration,
record keeping, advising, student evaluation, course
approval, room scheduling, etc. (always working within
the constraints of the University system).
Learning experiences . Under Flexible Curriculum courses became known
as learning experiences--LEXes . The range of style and content in
regards to LEXes never suffered from limitations. Options for LEX
structures were infinite, suffering only from the constraint of
one s
imagination, 56 provided one's professional judgement was intact and
that the experience was pedagogical ly defensible.
42
Between Fall, 1972 and Spring, 1976 inclusive, the following
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structures appeared. These were by no means all of the options;
the roster of structures was in constant flux.
1. The Single Session Learning Experience- -an option with
which the offering ranged from a one-hour “Marathon"
experience up to and including a several day, intensive,
uninterrupted workshop. The option could be repeated
during the semester if desired. (Marathon being a pot-
pourri of offerings which occurred twice per year.)
2. The Multiple Session Learning Experience- -here the
experience had a time span less than the standard
semester. It was similar to the Single Session LEX
except that it was taught over a number of weeks,
interspersed with other activities. The amount of
modular credit earned depended on the time span.
There was also an option to repeat this LEX during
the semester.
3. The Semester-Long Learning Experience- -the option
here was for the faculty member to treat the inno-
vation of Flexible Curriculum as if it were still
the standard, traditional system, traditional in
that the LEX met for three hours per week throughout
the semester.
4. The Extended Learning Experience- -incl uded LEXes
which had a time span of more than one semester.
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- The Variable Credit LEX—allowed for student/faculty
flexibility (in that) students could earn a negotiated
amount of credit within a set range. The amount of
credit depended on such variables as the amount of
time expended or the amount of work completed. Note
that variable credit was not negotiated to evaluate
the quality of the work.
6. The Open-Ended Learning Experience
—
provided for
the expansion of the content and amount of credit
for a LEX after a LEX was in session. This process
provided for a supplement to the standard course
approval format. (See Section on LEX Approval.)
7. The Multiple Entry-Exit Learning Experience- -di vided
the LEX into logical division points. The student
had the option to enter or leave the LEX at a number
of prespecified points, receiving credit only for
the portion of the LEX which was successfully completed.
8. Independent Study—enabled a student to contract with a
faculty member or a graduate student (in the case of
undergraduates) for study, on an independent basis under
the sponsor's supervision. Included was the mode of
practicum in which a student contracted to perform a task
or service.
As previously stated, these were not all of the options available.
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The use of such alternative structures—structures which were the
very heart of the Flexible Curriculum system—proved to be beneficial
(as shown in Chapter IV). Opportunities were abundant. Having the cur-
riculum built around the needs of the students rather than being imposed
upon them promoted the feeling of personalized educational growth. This
was accomplished by establishing a deviation from the imposition of a
rigid framework upon a predetermined curriculum time frame into which the
individual must fit in order to "learn." The curriculum no longer suffered
from confinement and the restrictive framework in terms of meeting times
of the course, from a system which restricts freedom and stagnates
growth, nor from prohibition from choice by a system which served the
system and not those who worked within it.
Through Flexible Curriculum, the students were able to have their
individual needs met specifically. They were given freedom from being
forced to participate in irrelevant learning experience because of the
requirements of inflexible course time constraints. A vastly increased
number of choices in building and individual programs were made available.
A shift in emphasis allowed the student to vary his/her program at any
time during the semester, to vary the workload and to focus on specific
topics and problems which related to his/her own chosen learning agenda.
Faculty members also received benefits such as the freedom from
the need to fill time simply to fulfill the institution's
straight-
jacketed approach to the length of time a course must last in order for
"learning" to take place. Classes became more specific,
focussing on
areas of interest and competence. Time as well as the
duration of the
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LEX were adjusted, if necessary. The freedom allowed faculty members
to adjust their teaching schedules so as to maximize their professional
growth.
LEX approval procedures . Before a LEX could become operational prior
to the advent of Flexible Curriculum, it required a degree of propriety
to satisfy "the guardian of our standards.
"
5® The formation, approval
and introduction of a new LEX into the curriculum proved to be a lengthy
procedure. Under the traditional system there was a need to submit an
offering several months ahead of its just anticipated session. The
course first had to pass through the School's curriculum committee for
approval. Then it had to be approved 59 by the following esteemed groups
(in order): the Provost's Office, Dean's Council, Academic Matters Com-
mittee, Faculty Senate, Provost's Office (again) and finally the Board
of Trustees. The time consumed and efficiency of this process were
questionable. In order to facilitate the process and bypass these com-
plexities, the School of Education put forth several proposals
50 to change
this lengthy process to one more compatible with Flexible Curriculum.
Among these proposals were:
1. A process which would occur frequently and rapidly
to evaluate what may or may not be offered;
2. A process whereby the University would establish
course guidelines for course offerings, but ad-
ministration of these offerings would be the
responsibility of the School's Academic Affairs
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Office, or
3. A process whereby the School of Education would
establish its own guidelines for its course
offerings, would obtain University approval of
these guidelines and administer these guidelines
in-house through the Academic Affairs Office.
The third process was accepted. The School proceeded with the thought
that greater flexibility in course approval guidelines would allow
broader learning experiences. Course guidelines^ were as follows:
1. A course was to deal with problems, issues and
disciplines related directly to the concerns of
a professional school of education;
2. A proposed course was to reflect some intellectual
perspective and consciousness;
3. a. Undergraduate courses were the responsibility
of faculty members and/or full-time graduate
students within the School of Education;
b. Graduate courses were the responsibility of
the graduate faculty within the School;
c. The Academic Dean was responsible for all
of the above (as well as when a person who
was not a faculty member or graduate student
presented a course);
4. A course was required to meet the minimum streamlined
criteria established above to be approved.
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The implications were clear. The School of Education had control
over its own curriculum, control which enabled it to implement the
Flexible Curriculum system, control which allowed for rapid evaluation
of courses submitted for approval, and control which eliminated a lengthy
university wide approval process. Curriculum was finally able to respond
to the demands of the students by offering courses currently relevant—
not courses which had suffered from the prohibiting time constraints of
the traditional approval process.
Summary
While the foregoing pages describe the Flexible Curriculum system,
it is important to remember that, as discussed in Chapter I of this
work, the system was not intended as an end, but as an experiment . 62
The Flexible Curriculum's termination was surrounded by many complexities.
The Bond Study
,
63 the alleged fiscal crisis at the School of Education
,
64
and a changing of the guard 65 may have been contributing factors. The
system to date has not received a comprehensive analysis of its change
strategies or its lasting impact. Such an analysis should prove helpful
to those desiring to scrutinize the total Flexible Curriculum system
concept and/or those interested in initiating a Flexible Scheduling
system.
Chapter III explains the methodology used in analyzing the various
aspects of the Flexible Curriculum process.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
Chapter III describes the rationale for conducting a study which
analyzes the Flexible Curriculum System. Topics included are: (1)
the research design; (2) the sample population (including biographical
data); (3) a breakdown of the instrument utilized; (4) a discussion of
the procedure used; and (5) the method for analyzing the data. This
direction provides a comprehensive description of the study and should
leave no doubt or ground for misinterpretation as to the rationale and
methodology.
Rationale for the Flexible Curriculum Study
As described in Chapter I and reinforced in the Dean's approval
memoj "The central focus of your (SIC, the) study is appropriate and
quite significant. The School needs more evaluation of its "experi-
ments" with such evaluation taking place either while the system is in
progress or immediately upon its completion. Your (SIC, the) study
promises to be such a project and thus should provide important informa-
tion both for the School and for the profession of education." A system
with such magnitude and far reaching effects cannot be considered as a
success, failure, or for that matter as even being complete, without
undergoing the rigors of analysis. This document provides such an
analysis. Specifically, the research is attempting to (as described in
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Chapter I, "Statement of the Problem"), examine salient issues in
regards to: (1) Which of Flexible Curriculum's unique aspects are
still in use? (2) How well the System, when operationalized, met its
project goals? (3) How well did the System function when viewed as a
change strategy? The researcher has also investigated (1) what faculty
members did before Fall, 1972 that was similar or adaptable to the
Flexible Curriculum System; (2) which of the Flexible Curriculum System's
innovations were used between Fall, 1972 and Spring, 1976 and the results
of said usage; and (3) which of the Flexible Curriculum System's features
have remained as possibilities in the structuring of curriculum after
Spring, 1976.
It is hoped that the analysis of the results are to the degree of
significance necessary in order to better understand faculty attitudes
toward the System, usage patterns of the System and finally to supply
answers to some of the baffling complexities such as the effectiveness
of the System at the time of termination.
Procedure
The procedure used in the data collection process was broken down
into four steps: (1) the field test; (2) the first mailing of the
questionnaire; (3) modification of the instrument, and (4) the second
mailing of the questionnaire.
Field test . For a complete description of the field test procedure,
please see the "Methodology" section of Chapter III. After randomly
choosing the sample group of ten, a cover letter, questionnaire
(see
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Appendices E and B) and return addressed, stamped envelopes were sent
on November 15, 1977 via First Class mail. A second mailing was made
to the same group on December 7, 1977— its purpose was to express a
"thank you" to those who had completed the field test exercise as re-
quested. It also included instructions, a questionnaire and a stamped
return envelope to encourage those who hadn't completed the field test
to do so. As stated previously, completion consisted of indicating the
degree of clarity for each question; the questions did not require
answering. It should be noted that the field test population were re-
quested not to write their names on the field test questionnaire (as
well as was the case with the actual questionnaire) in order to provide
respondent anonymity.
Mailing #1 . After research, design, field testing and revision, the
first Flexible Curriculum System Analysis Questionnaire was mailed via
First Class mail to the study population (see Appendix C). Included in
each packet was a cover letter, questionnaire and stamped return envelope
(see Appendices A and B). All respondents were asked to complete and
return the questionnaire by February 14, 1978. It should be noted that
the most salient difference between the field test and the questionnaire
(besides revisions) was that the respondents were asked to complete the
questionnaire where those in the field test were requested to simply
react to the clarity and significance of the questions.
Mailing #2 . On February 15, 1978, the same packet was again
mailed to the
study population. The only difference between mailing #2
and #1 was the
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cover letter (see Appendix D). The second cover letter thanked the
respondents who had completed and returned their questionnaire. It
also explained that because of the inherent anonymity of the study,
the investigator had no knowledge as to who had, or had not returned
a completed questionnaire. Thus all of the population received a
thank you with a request for those who hadn't completed the question-
naire to please do so.
The data retrieved via the two mailings of the questionnaire were
the only data used in the study by the investigator. Thus all analysis
in Chapter IV and conclusions, observations and recommendations in
Chapter V are generated from said data.
A 60% return was realized during the field test procedure which
led the investigator to optimistically predict an actual return of the
questionnaire from the two mailings to be over 45%. In actuality, 58+%
of the questionnaires were returned.
Instrument-Questionnaire . The investigator undertook an extensive in-
vestigation in an effort to find a suitable instrument which could be
used to measure reactions to the Flexible Curriculum System. The search
narrowed to the scrutiny of two methods. They were: (1) the structured
interview; (2) a questionnaire with safeguards to the respondents' anony-
mity. Extensive discussions with the investigator's doctoral committee,
independent researchers and others led to the choosing of the question-
naire method. Contributing factors to the decision were its greater
degree of reliability, structure, and accuracy. Other factors con-
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sidered were the questionnaire's suitability to the study population,
the topic, and the time frame within which the investigator worked.
Specific factors which were considered in the construction of the
questionnaire were content, format and process. Content decisions
were based on the following areas which were investigated. They were:
1. Which of Flexible Curriculum's unique aspects are
still in use?
2. How well did the System, when operationalized, meet
its project goals?
3. How well did the System function when viewed as a
change strategy?
Also investigated were:
1. What faculty members did before Fall, 1972 that
was similar or adaptable to the Flexible Curriculum
System?
2. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's innovations
were used between Fall, 1972 and Spring, 1976, and
the results of said usage?
3. Which of the Flexible Curriculum's System's features
have remained as possibilities in the structuring of
curriculum after Spring, 1976.
Format considerations included the need for a concise, direct measure-
ment tool with the inherent structure of avoiding vague, complicated
language and time consuming responses. Process plans included a field
test with a pilot questionnaire, a time period for questionnaire re-
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construction and a planned sequence for mailing and follow-up with
the population sample.
Rationale . Based on the field test results, the revised questionnaire
was an expanded version of the pilot instrument. The following para-
graphs delineate the various sections and questions and the rationale
for inclusion in the questionnaire.
Section I was created to provide biographical data of the respon-
dents. No identities are revealed as the entire questionnaire allows
for respondent anonymity, but important information such as rank, teach-
ing experience, number of years at the University of Massachusetts, and
age are requested. A sample question from Section I reads as follows:
3. How many years have you taught in higher education?
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25+
Section II was presented to identify the respondents' opinion as
to the degree of success the Flexible Curriculum System enjoyed in
regards to achieving lasting change. Question #1 reads as follows:
1. If the Flexible Curriculum System were to be looked
at as a method for achieving lasting change within
the School of Education, how successful would you
say it was?
very successful successful neutral unsuccessful
very unsuccessful
Section III was constructed to determine faculty response in the
area of the Flexible Curriculum System's functioning in relation to
its project goals. Christensen's dissertation
2 denotes several goal/
objectives which would have to be met if the System was to have operated
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in a successful manner. The investigator believes that this research
would be incomplete without the inclusion of Section III. An example
from Section III reads as follows:
4. A. Did you find that the Flexible Curriculum System
was undermined by an unending number of technical
complexities?
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree
Sections IV and V were created to ascertain which of the Flexible
Curriculum System's features were used during and after the Flexible
Curriculum System experiment at the School of Education.
Section VI was presented to solicit additional comments of any
nature in regards to the Flexible Curriculum System. The investigator
felt that such a question was indeed necessary in order to gather as
much input as possible.
Field test . In order to validate the test instrument and to establish
whether the instrument was clear or in need of revision, the question-
naire was subjected to the rigors of a field test. The field test con-
/
sisted of (as described in Chapter I) a cover letter (see Appendix E),
questionnaire and a stamped, addressed return envelope to be mailed to
the sample population. The population consisted of ten former and
present School of Education faculty members chosen on a random basis.
The criteria for selection was (1) that they had taught at the School
of Education either before and during the Flexible Curriculum System
experiment, or (2) they taught at the School during and after the
Flexible Curriculum System Experiment. This group of faculty was able
60
to furnish feedback related to the questionnaire because of their
experience with the System. Furthermore, the field test sample did
not reduce the size of the study population because those in the
field test sample could not meet the criteria established by the
investigator--to have been at the School of Education before, during,
and after the Flexible Curriculum Experiment. It should be pointed
out that the field test sample was not asked to complete the question-
naire, but to (as stated in Appendix E) to comment as to the clarity
or lack of clarity in each question. Six of the ten faculty responded.
Most suggestions for change were structurally related. The most
significant change generated was the addition of Question #5 in Section
I; the rationale behind the addition being that it would prove very
interesting to denote other teaching experiences besides those at the
University of Massachusetts. The question reads as follows:
5. Please list other institutes of higher education
where you have taught. After each, indicate how
long you taught there.
Insti tution Number of Years Rank
Sample Population
Participants in the study were identified by means of records of
the School of Education at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst.
The criteria used for the study population was one which utilized the
group of approximately sixty seven faculty members who were teaching
at the School before, during and after the implementation of
the Flexible
Curriculum System. The investigator contends that it is this group
of
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faculty, this group alone, who through their experiences with the School
and its curriculum before, during, and after Flexible Curriculum were
able to provide the most functional data for the Flexible Curriculum
System Analysis.
In order to more clearly recognize the makeup of the respondent
sample population, the investigator has analyzed the various levels of
professional rank of those who responded to the questions which were
asked in "Section I" of the Flexible Curriculum System Questionnaire.
(While various biographic data were requested, none, as designed, allowed
the investigator to learn the identity of the respondents.) Summarization
of the composite mean faculty reveals an associate professor approximately
forty-two years old. In addition, the mean responses indicate that the
composite faculty has taught for slightly over twenty years of which
fourteen have been in higher education with approximately ten of those
years at the University of Massachusetts.
Analysis of the data . All of the data used for analysis in the study has
been retrieved from the questionnaire (see Appendix B) which was sent to
the study population. The entire questionnaire was post-coded and all
data subsequently put on optical scanning sheets. Questionnaire design
allowed for the investigator to use the SPSS (Statistical Package for
Social Sciences )
3 available at the University of Massachusetts Computer
Center. SPSS procedure called for several steps which included trans-
lating the optical scanning sheets into computer cards; writing an
approximate and specific program to analyze the data in the requested
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manner, and finally operationalizing the system by running the computer
cards, program, and SPSS; the end result being data segmented three ways.
The first of these segments produced the frequency distributions
for each question. The program called for the following data to be
computed: mean, mode, median; standard deviation; standard error;
variance; kurtosis; skewness; range; minimum; maximum; sum; absolute
frequency; adjusted frequency (percent); and cumulative adjusted fre-
quency (percent) for each question. In order to successfully implement
a plan for data reduction, the investigator reports in Part One of
Chapter IV the adjusted frequency, mean, and standard deviation for
most questions as appropriate. The other indices, while very important
in their own right, are used only as necessary.
The second and third batches of analyzed data made use of the
statistical procedures of (1) cross-tabulation and (2) breakdown. By
means of these procedures the investigator reports the relationship
various key criterion variables have with various subpopulation variables.
By cross-tabulating and/or breaking down the data, the investigator has
been able to take one variable and analyze it in relation to one or more
other variables. SPSS has been programmed to calculate the mean, sum,
standard deviation, variance, and number of cases per unit of cross-tabu-
lation and/or breakdown. In the analysis of variance, ANOVA, it produces
values for the sum of squares, degrees of freedom and mean
squares.
Finally, the program calculates the test of linearity with
the sum of
squares, degrees of freedom, and the mean squared. Again,
in order to
implement data reduction and to report the most significant
data in
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regards to the study, the investigator has resorted to reporting the
mean and mean total.
The only exception to the above procedures was the analysis of
the data occurs with the data retrieved from Section VI of the question-
naire. In light of the fact that Section VI was open-ended and called
for any additional comments, it could not be coded or be subjected to
computer analysis. Therefore, Section VI has been handled manually
and reported in Part Three of Chapter IV.
Summary
The study of the Flexible Curriculum System was undertaken in
order to evaluate the impact of the System at the School of Education
at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The field test was
sent to ten randomly chosen faculty members who were not members of
the study population. After field test generated revisions were made
in the questionnaire, the final questionnaire was mailed to the study
population of 67 faculty members who were at the School of Education
before, during and after the Flexible Curriculum System Experiment.
Data retrieved were analyzed by means of the SPSS computer package
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences). Procedures used in the
analysis were frequency distributions, and cross-tabulations and/or
breakdowns were appropriate. (Section VI of the questionnaire was
analyzed manually.)
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
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Introduction
Chapter IV reports the findings of the study. As stated in Chapter I,
"Statement of the Problem," the following questions appurtenant to the
Flexible Curriculum System at the School of Education at the University
of Massachusetts are examined:
1. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's unique
aspects are still in use?
a. What, if anything, did faculty members do before
Fall, 1972 that was similar or adaptable to the
Flexible Curriculum System?
b. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's inno-
vations were used between Fall, 1972 and Spring,
1976 and the results of said usage?
c. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's
features have remained as possibilities in the
structuring of your curriculum after Spring, 1976?
2. How well did the Flexible Curriculum System, when operation-
alized, meet various project goals?
3. How well did the Flexible Curriculum System function when
viewed as a change strategy?
Results from the "Flexible Curriculum System Questionnaire" are
reviewed
and analyzed.
66
Data in Chapter IV is presented in three forms. The first is an
analysis of the data in the mode of the statistical frequency distri-
bution. The adjusted frequency (percent) mean and the standard deviation
are reported for most questions. The other indices, having less relevance
and importance, are reported as necessary.
The second procedure used in answering the investigative questions
describes the data by means of the analytical procedures of (1) cross-
tabulation and (2) breakdown. These tools allowed the investigator to
analyze the data from one question in regards to its relationship with
data from another question. The cross-tabulation provided an indepth
view of the data in a "block type" configuration. The breakdown was
more acceptable in many instances because it reduced the cross-tabula-
tion data into groupings of mean scores which prove to be more signifi-
cant when conceptualizing. The transformation was made by analyzing
the total grouping mean for each variable in the breakdown, rather than
each individual mean as presented in the cross-tabulation procedure.
The third procedure describes any additional comments made by the
respondents. Data retrieved from Section VI of the questionnaire were
exclusively reviewed by this manual procedure.
Analysis of Study Question One
The first study question, "Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's
unique aspects are still in use?:
(a) What if anything did faculty members do before Fall,
1972 that was similar or adaptable to the Flexible
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Curriculum System?;
(b) Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's innovations
were used between Fall, 1972 and Spring, 1976 and the
results of said usage?;
(c) Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's features
have remained as possibilities in the structuring of
curriculum after Spring, 1976?"
These were answered by analysis of question 11, Section III, Section IV,
and Section V of the Flexible Curriculum System Questionnaire.
To answer part "a" of the first major research question, the
investigator asked question 11 of Section III of the Questionnaire,
"Before the inception of the Flexible Curriculum System in the Fall of
1972, were you aware of or were you using any of the features in your
teaching which were similar to those later offered by the Flexible
Curriculum System?" An incapsulation of the respondent reply is pre-
sented in Table 1
.
Column I, "Features," lists the options available under the Flexible
Curriculum System. Column II, "Not Using, Aware of," lists the absolute
frequency (first) and then the adjusted frequency present for those
respondents who were aware of the options which were to be introduced
by the Flexible Curriculum System in the Fall of 1972 before the System
was initiated at the School of Education. Column III, "Was Using,"
lists
the absolute frequency and adjusted frequency percent for those respondents
who were using the features before Fall, 1972. Column IV,
"Initial Intro-
duction, Fall, 1972," presents the absolute frequency and
adjusted frequency
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TABLE 1
Flexible Curriculum Feature
Usage Before Fall
,
1972
I II III IV V
Features
Not Using,
Aware of Was Using
Initial
Introduction
Fall, 1972 Missing
Independent Study 1 2.8% 33 91.7% 2 5.6% 3
LEX Profiles 3 13.0% 7 30.4% 13 56.5% 16
Single Session LEX 5 21 . 7% 8 34.8% 10 43.5% 16
Multiple Session LEX 5 20.8% 8 33.3% 11 45.8% 16
Semester Long LEX 2 6.5% 23 74.2% 6 19.4% 8
Extended LEX 3 12.5% 11 45.8% 10 41 .7% 15
Variable Credit LEX 4 16.7% 10 41.7% 10 41 .7% 15
Open Ended LEX 4 20.0% 3 15.0% 13 65.0% 19
Multiple Entry-Exit LEX 4 18.2% 5 22.7% 13 59.1% 17
Modular Credits 6 26.1% 8 34.8% 9 39.1% 16
Other 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 1 33.3% 36
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percent for those respondents who stated that they were initially intro-
duced to the features during the Fall of 1972. The final Column, V,
relates the number of missing cases in response to each feature. (Mean
and standard deviation scores, though calculated through the SPSS computer
package, were not useful in this question because of the nature of the
response categories.)
On the basis of Table I data, especially the data reported in
Columns II, III and IV, one may surmise what faculty members did before
Fall, 1972, that was similar or adaptable to the Flexible Curriculum
System. It appears that all the features except for "independent study,"
5.6% and the "semester long lex," 19.4% were initially introduced to a
minimum of 39.1% of the study population, "modular credits" initially
introduced to 39.1% of the faculty while the "open-ended lex" was
initially introduced to 65.0%. Thus, one could conclude that (again,
from Column IV of Figure I), that the initial introduction by Flexible
Curriculum was quite significant.
Part "b" of the first major research question is answered by
Section IV of the questionnaire which asks the respondents, "During
the operation of the Flexible Curriculum System, Fall, 1972-Spring,
1976 did you use and realize any benefits from the innovations allowed
for within the System in relation to the learning experiences which you
taught?" Responses are listed in Table 2.
Column I, Table II, "Features" lists the options available under
the Flexible Curriculum System. Column II, "Used and Found Beneficial,
lists the absolute frequency (number of responses) and the adjusted frequency
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TABLE 2
Flexible Curriculum Feature Usage
Fall, 1972 to Spring, 1976
I II II IV V VI
Features
Used
and Found
Beneficial
Used and
Found
Poor Results
Used
& Found
Neutral
Results
Did
Not Use Missing
Independent Study 29 90.6% 1 3.1% 2 6.3% 0 7
LEX Profiles 20 64 . 5% 2 6.5% 5 16.1% 4 12.9% 8
Single Session LEX 15 51.7% 1 3.4% 4 13.8% 9 31 .0% 10
Multiple Session
LEX 18 62.1% 0 5 17.2% 6 20.7% 10
Semester Long LEX 26 89 . 7% 2 6.9% 1 3.4% 10
Extended LEX 11 45.8% 0 2 8.3% 11 45.8% 15
Variable Credit LEX 16 55.2% 1 3.4% 3 10.3% 9 31.0% 10
Open Ended LEX 7 28.0% 1 4.0% 2 8.0% 15 60.0% 14
Multiple Entry-Exit
LEX 9 34.6% 0 2 7.7% 15 57.7% 13
Modular Credits 18 64.3% 0 4 14.3% 6 21.4% 11
Other 3 75.0% 0 0 1 25.0%
35
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present for those respondents who used and found the features to be
beneficial to their curriculum. Column III, "Used and Found Poor
Results," lists the absolute frequency and adjusted frequency percent
for those features which were used and whose resultant usage produced
poor results. Column IV, "Used and Found Neutral Results," lists the
absolute frequency and the adjusted frequency percent for those features
which were used and with neutral results. Column V, "Did not use,"
indicates the absolute frequency and adjusted frequency response for
the faculty who did not use particular features, and Column VI, "Miss-
ing," shows the absolute frequency of missing responses for each feature.
(Again, mean and standard deviation scores, while calculated, are not
presented because of their relative uselessness in regards to the response
categories.
)
The data in Table 2 is self-explanatory for the most part. Prominent
among the data in Table 2 are: (1) "Independent Study" which not only was
used by all respondents, but was beneficial to 90.6%; (2) the semester
long lex which was used and beneficial to 89.7% of the respondents; and
(3) "LEX profiles," "modular credits" and the "multiple session lex" which
were used and found to be beneficial by 64.5%, 64.3% and 62.1% respectively.
Except for the "open ended lex" 28% used and beneficial, the multiple
entry-exit lex" 34.6% used and found it beneficial, and the extended
lex" where 45.8% used it and found the results beneficial, all the
other
features were used and found beneficial by over 50% of the faculty
respon-
from the data that in only five instances diddents. One may also surmise
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any of the faculty use a feature and find poor results. However,
Column V, "Did not use," indicates that in several instances, most
notably the "open-ended lex," the "multiple entry-exit lex" and the
"extended lex" were not used by 60%, 57.7% and 45.8% respectively.
Part "C" of the first research question is answered by "Section V"
of the questionnaire which asks the respondents, "Which of Flexible
Curriculum's features have remained as possibilities in the structuring
of your curriculum?" Responses are listed in Table 3.
Column I indicates "features" available under the Flexible Curricu-
lum System. Column II, "Still Using," lists the absolute frequency
(number of responses) and the adjusted frequency percent for those
respondents who were still using various flexible curriculum features
after the termination of the Flexible Curriculum System experiment.
Column III "have Used After Spring 1976," lists the absolute frequency
and adjusted frequency percent for those respondents who, while they
are not currently using a feature, have at some time after System
termination used a feature. Column IV, "Haven't Used But Usage Still
Possible," lists the absolute frequency and adjusted frequency percent
for those respondents who haven't yet used a feature but deem its usage
still possible. Column V, "Haven't Used and Not Possible" was not listed
on the questionnaire. It is included here in light of the fact that
several respondents answered in this particular mode. It also includes
absolute frequency and adjusted frequency percent in regards to those
who have not used and state that it will not be possible in the
future to
use features of the Flexible Curriculum System. Column VI indicates
the
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TABLE 3
Flexible Curriculum Feature Usage
After Spring, 1976
I II III IV V VI
Features
Still
Using
Have
Used
After
Spring,
1976
Haven't
Used But
Usage
Still
Possible
Haven't
Used and
Usage Not
Possi ble Missing
Independent Study 31 91.2% 3 8.8% 0 0 5
LEX Profiles 10 41.7% 4 16.7% 8 33.3% 2 8.3% 15
Single Session LEX 2 12.5% 9 18.8% 2 56.3% 2 12.5% 23
Multiple Session LEX 10 50.0% 2 10.0% 7 35.0% 1 5.0% 19
Semester Long LEX 19 70.4% 5 18.5% 3 11.1% 0 12
Extended LEX 5 31.3% 1 6.3% 8 50.0% 2 12.5% 23
Variable Credit LEX 8 38.1% 2 9.5% 9 42.9% 2 9.5% 18
Open Ended LEX 1 7.1% 2 14.3% 9 64.3% 2 14.3% 25
Multiple Entry-
Exit LEX 1 7.7% 2 15.4% 8 61.5% 2 15.4% 26
Modular Credit 7 31.8% 4 18.2% 10 45.5% 1 4.5% 17
Other 0 1 33.3% 2 66.7% 0 36
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absolute frequency of missing responses for each question.
The data in Table 3, as in Tables 1 and 2, are for the most part
self-explanatory. However, it is important to note the unusually high
amount of "missing" responses (Column VI). While the number of "missing"
is higher than in either parts a or b, one may surmise that such is the
case because of either one of two factors; the first of these being that
"Section V" was the last question of an eight page questionnaire and the
lower response rate may have been on account of respondent fatigue. The
second possibility may be that "Section V," as asked on the questionnaire
has no place to respond if the respondent did not deem any of the features
as still possible to use. As noted earlier, several respondents imple-
mented their own respondent category, "Haven't Used and Usage Not
Possible." Thus, those who did not implement a separate category on their
own initiative may have simply not answered if they felt usage was not
possible. (The investigator realized that options 1 and 2 are simply
conjecture and the reason may be either, or a combination of these and
other reasons.
)
In any event, on the basis of the data retrieved, it appears as if
several of the features are either still being used (Column II) or have
been used (Column III) since the termination of the Flexible Curriculum
System Experiment. "Independent Study" is still in use by 91.2% of the
respondents. The "semester long lex" is still in use by 70.4%. On the
other hand, the concepts of the "single session lex," "open ended
lex,
and the "multiple entry-exit lex" received what appears to be a
less
than favorable response.
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Analysis of Study Question Two
The second major question of the investigation researches, "How
well did the Flexible Curriculum System, when operationalized, meet
various project goals?" Data for the research of Question Two are
retrieved from Section III of the Flexible Curriculum System Question-
naire. Questions asked were generated from the Christensen disserta-
tion.^
The first question asks, "Below is a list of various teaching
methods used under the Flexible Curriculum System. Which of these
methods did you predominantly utilize in one or more of your classes?"
Table 4 graphically illustrates the usage of the various methods as
stated by the faculty respondents.
Table 4
LEX Design, Graduate/Undergraduate
I
Methods of
LEX Design
II
Graduate
Courses
III
Undergraduate
Courses UG
IV
and G
V
Missinq
Discussion 13 37.1% 22 62.9% 4
Lecture 12 44.4% 3 11.1% 12 44.4% 12
Lab 7 41 .2% 2 11 .8% 8 47.1% 22
Field Study 7 38.9% 5 27.8% 6 33.3% 21
Other 5 55.6% 4 44.4% 30
Column I indicates different methods of learning experience (LEX)
design. The second, third and fourth columns report the absolute
frequency and adjusted frequency percent for graduate courses, under-
graduate courses, and for both undergraduate and graduate courses
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respectively. Column V, "missing," describes the number of missing
responses for each method listed.
One may surmise from the data that for the most part, the responses
indicate a normal diversity in the method of Lex design. It appears as
if no particular method was an overall favorite in the structuring of
graduate courses while the "discussion" format was popular with 62.9%
of those who taught both graduate and undergraduate Lex's.
Question #2 asks, "How would you rank the Flexible Curriculum System
in regards to the degree of smooth functioning for each of the included
variables?" In posing the question, the investigator has dissected the
Flexible Curriculum System's operational time span into three distinct
time formats: System Start-Up, 1972-73; Middle Years, 1973-74; 1974-75;
and System Wind-Down, 1975-76. Mean score for each of the six variables
during each of the time frames is graphically illustrated in Figure 1.
There appeared to be no doubt as to the progress made in regards
to the degree of smoothness. Each variable showed a considerable improve-
ment as shown by the mean score analysis during the operationalization of
the Flexible Curriculum System experiment as was intended. It was the
investigator's feeling that the responses described a situation where
the System's efficiency improved as the faculty and staff became more
accustomed to the System and its various procedures, and as the procedures
benefited from operational improvements.
Question 3A asks, "Do you feel that you had been adequately prepared
to restructure your curriculum into the parameters of the Flexible
Cur-
riculum System?" The responses are illustrated in Table 5. 67.6%
of
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the respondents felt either prepared or very prepared. 26.5% felt
either unprepared or very unprepared. The mean of 2.4 indicates a
feeling of preparedness almost midway between neutral and prepared.
The standard deviation of 1.2 indicates some degree of closeness in
the responses.
TABLE 5
Degree of Faculty Preparation
Absol ute
Frequency
Relative
Frequency %
Adjusted
Frequency %
Cumulative
Adjusted
Frequency %
1 . Very Prepared 8 20.5 23.5 23.5
2. Prepared 15 38.5 44.1 67.6
3. Neutral 2 5.1 5.9 73.5
4. Unprepared 7 17.9 20.6 4.1
5. Very Unpre-
pared 2 5.1 5.9 100.0
Missing 5 12.8 0 0
Question 3B asks the respondents, "Did you have enough lead time to
prepare for Flexible Curriculum?" The adjusted frequency responses % are
shown in Table 6. The mean was 2.3 and the standard deviation 1.0. There
were three missing cases. The percentage responses seemed to indicate
that 75% of the respondent faculty felt that they had enough lead time
to prepare for the advent of the Flexible Curriculum System.
Question 3C asks, "Did the School help you to prepare your curricu-
lum for implementation into the System?" 33.3% of those responding said
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TABLE 6
Amount of Lead Time
1 . Abundant time 13.9%
2. Sufficient time 61.1%
3. Neutral 11 .1%
4. Not enough time 8.3%
5. No where near enough time 5.6%
yes and 66.7% said no. Three did not respond to the question.
It appears as if two thirds of the respondents did not feel that the
School helped them to prepare their curriculum for implementation into
the Flexible Curriculum. In question 3A, over two thirds felt they were
adequately prepared to restructure their curriculum, thus while two thirds
seemed prepared, it appears that if two thirds were not prepared by the
School of Education. (For crosstabulation/breakdown, please see "further
analysis.
"
Question 3D which asks "Would more lead time have helped?" had
thirty-four respondents. Six, 17.7%, stated that more lead time would
have helped while twenty-eight, 82.3% answered in the negative. It appears
that as in Question 3B the time element was sufficient to operate within
the System and that additional time would not have helped.
The response to the Question, 3E, "How much pressure was placed on
you to conform to Flexible Curriculum?" is illustrated in Table 7. The
mean equals 3.4 and the standard deviation 1.2.
In the analysis of the rank order of adjusted frequency as reported.
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it appears as if 36.1% of the respondents felt pressure or great pressure
while 50% felt little or no pressure.
TABLE 7
Conformity Pressure
Category
Absolute
Frequency
Relati ve
Frequency %
Adjusted
Frequency %
Cumulati ve
Frequency %
1. Great
Pressure 2 5.1 5.5 5.5
2. Pressure 11 28.2 30.6 36.1
3. Neutral 5 12.8 13.9 50.0
4. Little
Pressure 8 20.5 22.2 72.2
5. No
Pressure 10 25.6 27.8 100
No Answer 3 7.7
When answering Question 4A, "Did you find that the Flexible Cur-
riculum System was undermined by an unending number of technical complex-
ities?" the respondents related the following information as shown in
Table 8. 28.6% of respondents agreed to a degree that the Flexible
Curriculum System was undermined by unending technical complexities while
57.2% did not agree that such was the case. The mean is 3.4 and the
standard deviation 1.2.
In response to Question 4B, "Did you find that the complexities in
the System (due to newness, unfamiliarity, etc.) increased the amount of
time needed to advise students concerning the LEX's beneficial in their
individual program?," 66.7% (adjusted frequency) related an increase of
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contact with students while 33.3% related that their advising time
stayed the same. Three members of the population did not respond.
TABLE 8
Frequency of Response in Relation to System
Undermining by Unending Technical Complexities
Absolute Frequency Adjusted Frequency %
1 . Strongly agree 2 5.7
2. Agree 8 22.9
3. Neutral 5 14.3
4. Disagree 15 42.9
5. Strongly disagree 5 14.3
Missing 4 0
The respondent reaction was very positive. The percentage of
responses seemed to indicate that no faculty experienced diminished
student contact time while 66.7% experienced an increase. One may sur-
mise that such an increase would be beneficial both to the students and
faculty. To investigate if such was the case, the investigator asked
Question 4C, "If you answered either 'greatly increased' or ‘increased
would you consider this additional student contact beneficial to
your
students, yourself?" It should be noted that only twenty-four
of the
thirty-nine respondents were eligible to answer this question
(by
answering "greatly increased" or "increased" in Question
4B). The
absolute frequency for the segment of "beneficial to
your students" was
twenty-four and "to yourself" was twenty-three
.
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In response to "beneficial to your students" the data was reported
in the following way in Table 9. The mean score is 2.8 and the standard
TABLE 9
Degree of Student Benefit
Absolute Adjusted Cumulative
Category Frequency Frequency % Frequency %
1 . Very beneficial 1 4.2 4.2
2. Beneficial 11 45.8 50.0
3. Neutral 7 29.2 79.2
4. Non-beneficial 3 12.5 91 .7
5. A waste of time 2 8.3 100
Missing 15 0 0
deviation 1 .0.
In response to "Beneficial to Yourself" the respondents answered
with the data shown in Table 10. The mean score is 3.04 and the standard
deviation 1.2.
In the analysis of the two parts of Question 4C, 50% (see Table 9)
of the faculty felt the additional contact was beneficial to their
students while only 39.1% (see Table 10) felt it was beneficial to them-
selves. At the non-beneficial end of the spectrum, 20.8% of
the faculty
felt negatively about the effects of additional student contact
on the
students while 30.4 felt negatively about the benefits
realized by them-
selves by the additional time spent with the students.
There appears to
be consistency with those who felt neutral. It is
clear that the mean
answers indicate a benefit in the student sector and when calculated
to three decimal places, 3.043, a slight benefit to the faculty.
TABLE 10
Degree of Faculty Benefit
Cateqory
Absolute
Frequency
Adjusted
Frequency %
Cumulative
Frequency %
1 . Very beneficial 1 4.3 4.3
2. Beneficial 8 34.8 39.1
3. Neutral 7 30.4 69.6
4. Non-beneficial 3 13.0 82.6
5. A waste of time 4 17.4 100
Missing
Question #5 asks, "In structuring your LEX profiles, how stimulated
were you to question your: Course Content and Pedagogic Style?" Figure
2 graphically illustrates the absolute frequencies to the question while
the adjusted frequencies are illustrated in Table 11.
The respondent section to the two questions was very positive and
closely correlated. The frequency responses seemed to indicate
that the
process of structuring a LEX profile did cause the 63.6% of the
faculty
to question their course content and 62.9% question their
pedagogic styl
Question 6 relates, "To what extent did your cluster curriculum
coordinator provide feedback on your LEX Profiles?" The
reported data
is listed in Table 12. The mean as reported is
2.5 and the standard
deviation 0.7.
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Course Content and Pedagogic Style - Adjusted Frequencies
Cateqory
Course Content
Adjusted Frequency %
Pedagogic Style
Adjusted Frequency %
1 . Highly stimulated 36.4 28.6
2. Stimulated 27.3 34.3
3. Neutral 9.1 14.3
4. Unstimulated 18.2 14.3
5. Highly stimulated 9.1 8.6
Mean 2.4 2.4
Standard deviation 1.4 1.3
TABLE 12
Cluster Curriculum Coordinator Feedback
Cumulati ve
Cateqory
Absolute
Frequency
Relative
Frequency %
Adjusted
Frequency %
Adjusted
Frequency %
1 . Much feedback 3 7.7 8.8 8.8
2. Little feed-
back 12 30.8 35.3 44.1
3. No feedback 19 48.7 55.9 100.0
Missing
On the basis of the reported data, it appeared as if the cluster
curriculum coordinator did not play any part in the feedback process
to
55.9% of those responding. (The cluster curriculum coordinator
was a
faculty member or graduate student with the responsibility
of coordin-
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ating the lex offerings within each cluster [there were five clusters—
each having a different focus] in regards to subject matter, lex
duplication, time of lex, etc.) However, 44.1% felt that they received
either "little" or "much" feedback.
Question 7 has asked the faculty to indicate "To what extent would
you agree that your individual needs as a faculty member were met by
means of the following alternatives?" The response is shown in Table 13.
Columns I-V indicate absolute frequency and adjusted frequency.
When incapsulating the mean answers for the ten options, it appeared
as if all were on the agree side of neutral. Salient adjusted frequency
percentages are those under "Semester Long Lex" where 74.3% had their
needs met, the "Variable Credit Lex" where 78.1% had their needs met, and
independent study where 82.9% had their needs met. For the listed options,
independent study had "0" negative responses. On the basis of these
responses one may surmise that the numerous options offered under the
Flexible Curriculum System met the individual needs of the faculty.
Question 8 is similar to Question 7 except that it asks, "To
what extent would you agree that the individual needs of your students
were met by means of the following alternatives?" Response is shown
in Table 14.
The analysis of the mean answers is demonstrated that again, all
of the mean answers tended to be on the agree side of neutral. Salient
adjusted frequency percentages are those under the "Semester Long Lex"
where it was felt that 87.5% of the students had their needs met and
"Marathon" where 75% had their needs met. Again "Independent Study"
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had O' negative responses. On the basis of these responses one may
assume that the numerous option offered under the Flexible Curriculum
System met the individual needs of the students.
Question 9 asks if "The options under Flexible Curriculum allowed
for a more meaningful educational experience than the system it replaced?"
Table 15 illustrates response. The mean answer is 2.2, very close to
TABLE 15
More Meaningful Educational Experience
(Faculty Perceptions) Than Replaced System
Category
Absolute
Frequency
Adjusted
Frequency (%)
Cumulati ve
Adjusted
Frequency (%)
1 . Strongly Agree 15 45.7 45.7
2. Agree 9 25.7 71.4
3. Neutral 2 5.7 77.1
4. Disagree 4 11.4 88.6
5. Strongly Disagree 4 11.4 100.0
Missing 4
agree, and the standard deviation is 11.4.
In the analysis of the rank order of frequency and percentages
as reported above, there seems to be <i definite grouping at the upper
end of the spectrum. Of the 71.4% who felt that the Flexible Curriculum
System allowed for a more meaningful educational experience than the
system it replaced, 45.7% strongly agreed. Only 22.4% answered
in the
negative phase.
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Question 10 asks the study population, "How would you rank the
Flexible Curriculum System in regards to effectiveness in meeting the
following project goals?" The response is illustrated in Table 16.
The analysis of mean answers relates that all are on the effective
side of neutral. The investigator has also noted salient adjusted
frequency percentages such as: 71.4% of the respondents replying that
the Flexible Curriculum System was either very effective or effective
in testing different curricula; 77.1% replied the System was either very
effective or effective in testing different educational formats; and
71.4% responded the System was either very effective or effective in
varying faculty workload.
In relation to the "enabling" 2 concept discussed in Chapter II, it
appears as if the Flexible Curriculum System was an effective medium in
enabling the School of Education to experiment with several different
educational concepts such as those listed above. One may surmise on
the basis of the data collected that the System was therefore successful
in its quest for said goal.
Further analysis, question two . In addition to the frequency distributions
discussed in the foregoing discussion, the researcher has noted several
relationships between various "project goals" which necessitated further
investigation. Where appropriate the usage of the breakdown and/or cross-
tabulations are used in viewing these relationships. Noteworthy in the
discussion is the correlation between: (1) Section III, question 10 "To
Better Use Faculty Time" and the features listed in Section II, question
Ranking
of
Effectiveness
in
Meeting
Project
Goals
91
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7, "To what extent would you agree that your individual needs, as a
faculty member, were met by means of the following alternative: "...
(2) Section III, question 10 "To better use student time," and the
features listed in Section III, question 8, "To what extent would you
agree that the individual needs of your students were met by means of
the following alternatives: "...; and (3) and several others as they
are listed.
The breakdown of the goal "to better use faculty time" and the features
in question 7, allowed the investigator to discuss the relationship between
the respondents' "effectiveness rating" and the extent of their agreeing
to the "meeting of their needs" by the Flexible Curriculum System's
options. Table 16 indicates that the mean response "to better use faculty
time" is 2.5 (neutral) with a standard deviation of approximately 1.3.
Figures 3 through 12 illustrate these relationships by graphing one
variable in relation to the other. Mean scores are used. Figures 3, 4,
6, 7, 8, 9, 11 and 12 appear to be very similar in the patterns reported.
One may surmise what transpired by the usage of an incapsulation procedure
which very simply plots out to be those who rated the System as "Very
Effective" and "Effective" demonstrated a definite tendency to be on
the "Strongly Agree" and "Agree" side of neutral. The same pattern fol-
lowed for those responding "Very Ineffective" or "Ineffective" either
"Disagreed" or "Strongly Disagreed." However, the pattern differed in
Figures 5 and 10, the "semester long lex" and "independent study." Both
cases reflect mean scores on the agree side of neutral (except for the
"semester long lex" category of "Very Ineffective" "Disagree"), which
seems
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to thus indicate that for all categories of "to better use faculty time,"
the semester-long lex and independent study met individual needs.
The breakdown of the goal "to better use student time" and the
features in Question 10 allow the investigator to discuss the relation-
ship between the faculty's perception of the "effectiveness rating" in
regards to "better use of student time" and the extent of their agreeing
that their students' needs were met by the various options as presented
in Question 8. Figure 12 indicates that the mean response "to better
use student time" is 2.5 (neutral) with a standard deviation of 1.4.
Figures 13 through 22 graphically illustrate the mean answers of
one variable in relation to the other. Unlike the previous breakdown
where two patterns emerged as predominent, there is only one pattern
with two exceptions. It appears that again, those responding "Very
effective" and "Effective" were on the "Strongly Agree" or "Agree" side
of neutral (as in the previous case) and those responding "Ineffective"
or "Very Ineffective" were on the "Disagree" and "Strongly Disagree"
side of neutral. The two exceptions were with (1) the "Semester Long"
l_ex__Figure 15, where those responding "ineffective" tended to "agree"
and (2) "independent study" (Figure 20) where again, respondents tended
to "Agree."
The analysis of both the cross-tabulation and breakdown data appears
to show uniform respondent behavior patterns. Furthermore, the same
analysis establishes the "Effectiveness Ranking" for each of the
listed
lex formats. This analysis leads one to conclude that (except
for the
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noted exceptions, the faculty were segmented in their opinions and per-
ceptions of the measured items.
In concluding the analysis of the second major research question,
the researcher has presented three additional sets of goal relationships.
These are the cross-tabulation/breakdowns between:
(1) 3A "Do you feel that you had been adequately prepared to
restructure your curriculum into the parameters of the
Flexible Curriculum System" and
3C "Did the School help you to prepare your curriculum
for implementation into the System?"
(2) 3E "How much pressure was placed on you to conform to
Flexible Curriculum?" and
9 "The options offered under Flexible Curriculum allowed
for a more meaningful educational experience than the
system it replaced," and
(3) 4A "Did you find that the Flexible Curriculum System was
undermined by an unending number of technical complexi-
ties?" and
9 "The options offered under Flexible Curriculum allowed
for a more meaningful educational experience than the
system it replaced."
Thirty-four faculty responded to both questions 3A and 3C. For
those who responded "Yes" to 3C, eleven respondents,
their mean was 2.2
Those answering yes, that the School had helped them
prepare their cur-
riculum for implementation into the System, felt that
(on the basis of
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the mean of 2.2) they were adequately prepared to structure their
curriculum into the parameters of the Flexible Curriculum System. On
the other hand, those responding "No" (mean of 2.5) were neutral in
their opinion of being adequately prepared to restructure their curri-
culum into the Flexible Curriculum System. On the basis of the data,
it would seem that those who had help from the School felt more prepared
than those who did not have help.
Thirty-four faculty responded to both questions 3E and 9. Those
replying that they strongly agreed to question 9, "The options offered
under the Flexible Curriculum allowed for a more meaningful educational
experience than the system it replaced," N = 16, had a mean of 3.9 on
3E, i.e., felt little pressure to conform to Flexible Curriculum. For
those who agreed, N = 9, the mean was 2.4 for 3E indicating slight
pressure. Only one responded "neutral" to question 9 and the mean was
5.0 indicating "no pressure." Four responded that they disagreed with
nine. Their mean was 2.8 indicating an almost neutral feeling toward
conforming to pressure. Those disagreeing that Flexible Curriculum
allowed for a more meaningful education experience had a mean of 3.3
indicating little pressure to conform to Flexible Curriculum.
From the data it seems that regardless of the response to question
9 and the meaningfulness of the Flexible Curriculum experience that the
faculty tended to feel little pressure in regards to conforming to the
System. Stated in other words, pressure (or the lack of it) did not
negatively influence respondents' feelings in regards to the meaningful-
ness of the System.
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In the third relationship of the group, thirty-three faculty
responded. The replies were as follows:
For those "Strongly Agreeing" to question 9, the mean in relation
to question 4A was 3.7 (N = 16), which translates into those strongly
agreeing that the Flexible Curriculum System allowed for a more
meaningful educational experience than the System it replaced tend
to disagree that the Flexible Curriculum System was undermined by
an unending number of technical complexities; those "Agreeing" to
Question 9 had a mean of 3.6 (N = 9) in regards to question 4A,
(they also tended to "Disagree"). Those neutral to question 9 had
a mean of 1.0 (N = 1), strongly "Agreeing" to the undermining of the
System. Those "Disagreeing" to question 9 had a mean of 2.3 (N = 4),
"Neutral" as to the undermining of the System. Those "Strongly Dis-
agreeing" to question 9 had a mean of 3.0 (N = 3) or half way between
"Neutral" and "Disagreeing" about the influence of the unending technical
complexities .
"
On the basis of the data it appears as if only five respondents,
the "Neutral" response and those "Disagreeing" with the statement
that the Flexible Curriculum System provided a "More Meaningful Exper-
ience" than the system it replaced, tended to feel as if the Flexible
Curriculum System was undermined by an unending amount of technical
complexities. Data even more interesting are those (N = 3) who
"Strongly Disagreed" to question 9 but were half way between "Neutral"
and "Disagree" on question 4. It could be that they were not
satisfied
with Flexible Curriculum and at the same time felt
that technical com-
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plexities had no bearing on the System's functioning.
Analysis of Study Question Three
The third major study question investigates "How well did the
Flexible Curriculum System function when viewed as a change strategy?"
Data for the investigation of the third question are retrieved primarily
from Section II of the Flexible Curriculum System Questionnaire. Other
pertinent data is presented in the form of cross-tabulation/breakdown
analyses with various other components of the Questionnaire.
In response to the question, "If the Flexible Curriculum System
were to be looked at as a method for achieving lasting change within
the School of Education, how successful would you say it was?, 6.1%
(adjusted frequency) responded "Very Successful," 36.4% responded
"Successful," 12.1 were "Neutral," 39.4% responded "Unsuccessful,"
and 6.1% responded "Very Unsuccessful." There were six respondents
who did not answer the question. The mean score is 3.0 and the standard
deviation 1.1. (See Table 17 on the next page.)
The analysis of absolute frequencies and the directly related
adjusted frequencies as reported above and in Table 17 seem to indicate
that there is a split in faculty reaction. 42.5% replied that the
Flexible Curriculum System had some degree of success in achieving
lasting change while 45.5% responded at the opposite end of the spectrum.
It is the investigator's feeling that the responses indicate a
division
in faculty. One may surmise that the division was not only
evident in
relation to the achievement of lasting change but quite
possibly in other
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salient areas also. Taken as a whole, the sample mean seems to indicate
a neutral attitude, but when closely scrutinized, such is not the case.
TABLE 17
Success Ranking in Achieving Lasting Change
Category Label Absolute Frequency Adjusted Frequency (%)
Very Successful 2 6.1
Successful 12 36.4
Neutral 4 12.1
Unsuccessful 13 39.4
Very Unsuccessful 2 6.1
Missing 6 -
In addition to the foregoing discussion describing the frequency
distribution of Section II, the investigator has broken down Section II
by Section III questions 9 and 10; the purpose being to analyze the
responses of Section II, "a method of achieving lasting change," with
perceptions of question 9, "more meaningful experience than the System
it replaced" and 10, seven enabling goals.
For question 9, see Table 18, there appears to be consistency
in
the respondents' ranking in regards to "Agreeing" that the
System was
"More Meaningful" than the system it replaced in relation
to the System’s
ability to achieve lasting change. The data seems to
follow a similar
pattern seen throughout the Chapter in that those
answering one question
in the positive tend to do the same for the other
and vice versa.
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TABLE 18
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation-Section II/
Section III, #9
Section II-"Achieving
Lastinq Chanqe"
Question 9 "more meaningful
than system it replaced"
IN = J 1 Mean interpretation
Very Successful 2 1 .5 Effecti ve
Successful 11 1 .4 Effective
Neutral 4 1 .5 Effective
Unsuccessful 12 2.9 Neutral /Ineffective
Very Unsuccessful 2 3.0 Neutral /Ineffective
Tables 19 to 25 illustrate the breakdown/cross-tabulation between
each individual enabling goal/effectiveness ranking. Section III,
question 10, and Section II, the System's ability to "achieve lasting
change." The data seems to have held true to form in that the positive-
positive transpiration/syndrome (and negative-negative) have appeared,
with few exceptions, throughout these tables.
On the basis of the data, one may surmise that the Flexible Cur-
riculum System met with "Neutral" (in regards to the frequency distri-
bution mean answer)success, although the scores are spread all over the
spectrum. The "Interpretation" column in Tables 18-25 are the result
of statistical mean answer analyses. The same result appears to have
been the case with the breakdown/cross-tabulations, though again, the
answers have a spread which indicates not only a spread in the scores,
but a point made earlier, that there was much division in the respondent
no
faculty. Therefore, it is difficult to ascertain the degree of success
that the system enjoyed as a change strategy. The data appears to leave
no alternative but to relegate the investigation to state that the System
met with "Neutral" success in this regard.
TABLE 19
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation - Section II/
Section III, #10 - To Test Different Curricula
Section II "Achieving
Lasting Change"
Section III, Question 10 -
To Test Different Curricula
N = 33 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 1.5 Effective
Successful 12 1 .7 Effective
Neutral 4 1.5 Effective
Unsuccessful 13 2.8 Neutral/Ineffective
Very Unsuccessful 2 3.5 Ineffective
Additional Respondent Comments
The final section of the chapter elaborates on the data retrieved
from Section VI of the Flexible Curriculum Study Questionnaire. Section
VI asks, "If you have any additional comments, please feel free to
include
them here." Because the data in Section VI does not render itself
as
analyzable through the SPSS computer package and because of the
nature
of the responses, the investigator deemed it necessary to
place the data
in this separate part of Chapter IV.
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TABLE 20
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation - Section II/
Section III, #10 - To Test Different Educational Formats
Section II "Achieving
Section III - To Test Different
Educational Formats
Lasting Change" N = 33 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 1.5 Effecti ve
Successful 12 1.4 Effective
Neutral 4 1 .8 Effecti ve/Neutral
Unsuccessful 13 2.5 Neutral
Very Unsuccessful 1 2 3.0 Neutral /Ineffective
TABLE 21
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation - Section 11/
Section III, #10 - To Vary Faculty Workload
Section II "Achieving
Lasting Change"
Section III - To Vary
Faculty Workload
N = 33 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 1 .5 Effective
Successful 12 1 .8 Effective/Neutral
Neutral 4 3.3 Ineffecti ve
Unsuccessful 13 2.7 Neutral
Very Unsuccessful 2 3.5
Ineffective
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TABLE 22
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation - Section II/
Section III, #10 - To Better Use Faculty Time
Section II "Achieving
Lasting Change"
Section III - To Better Use
Faculty Time
N = 33 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 2.0 Effective/ Neutral
Successful 12 1 .6 Effective
Neutral 4 2.5 Neutral
Unsuccessful 13 3.5 Ineffective
Very Unsuccessful 2 3.5 Ineffecti ve
TABLE 23
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation - Section II/
Section III, #10 - To Better Use Student Time
Section II "Achieving
Lasting Change"
Section III - To Better Use
Student Time
N = 32 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 1 .5 Effective
Successful 11 1.5 Effective
Neutral 4 1.8
Effective/Neutral
Unsuccessful 13 3.6 Ineffecti
ve
Very Unsuccessful 2 4.0
Ineffecti ve/Very
Ineffective
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TABLE 24
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation
- Section II/
Section III, #10 - To Implement Streamlined
Course Approval Systems
Section II "Achieving
Lasting Change"
Section III - To Implement Streamlined
Course Approval Systems
N = 32 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 1.0 Very effective/
Effective
Successful 12 2.8 Neutral /I neffecti ve
Neutral 3 2.7 Neutral
Unsuccessful 13 3.0 Neutral /Ineffective
Very Unsuccessful 2 3.5 Ineffective
TABLE 25
Breakdown/Cross-Tabulation - Section II/
Section III, #10 - To Effectively Publicize
the Variety of Learning Experiences
Section II "Achieving
Section III - To Effectively Publicize the
Variety of Learning Experiences
Lasting Change" N = 33 Mean Interpretation
Very Successful 2 3.5 Ineffective
Successful 12 2.5 Neutral
Neutral 4 2.5 Neutral
Unsuccessful 13 3.1 Ineffecti ve/Neutral
Very Unsuccessful 2 4.0 Ineffective/Very
Ineffective
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The following is a listing of the additional comments which were
made. Please note that they have not been placed in any specific order.
1. "It takes a while for any change in system to earn
response - and I wish now that I had made more use of
the opportunities inherent in Flexible Curriculum.
Of course there were some mechanical problems - not
nearly as great as the human problem. A great idea
too soon discarded."
2. "Not being integrated into University system's biggest
problem. We were vulnerable to faculty arranging their
schedules so all done teaching by November 1 or April 1.
Long term in depth study not encouraged with variable
credit lexes. Schedules constantly changing encourage
students to do limited planning. Record keeping difficult -
titles not on UMass Transcripts. In old system we could
change format or curriculum."
3. "The foregoing is not intended as a negative assessment
of Flexible Curriculum. Many people in the School of
Education may have viewed it as a boom, or providing the
opportunity for flexibility which otherwise was not
available. In my particular field, I can operate
efficiently within or without flexible curriculum as
implemented within the School."
"The flexible curriculum was great... it took me a
fair amount of time to see its value... and I finally
4.
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became a firm adherent.
. .it is sad that most faculty
didn't realize how useful a system it could be."
5. "A study of Flexible Curriculum in isolation of a
variety of other innovations that were going on may
not provide a very accurate picture of its effects.
It is the interaction of factors that made the impact."
6. "...I was always a proponent I learned what I feel
the School never learned—that it's easy conversion into
conventional currency was of paramount importance. The
push to novelty was too great
7. "I've been unhappy ever since the University saw fit to
emasculate the flexible curriculum and put us in the
big barrel again. The excitement is all but gone in
terms of scheduling and planning. The buraucracy has
dealt the School a severe blow."
8. "Biggest failing was in curriculum, not structure so
much. Too hard to relate what was available to long-
range goals. Too much 'mother henning' of the flock
in an effort to provide 'sensible' programs for one's
own students."
9. "As I understand it was a question of the University
changing their archaic, oppressive system to ours, or
ours to theirs. It was like a Volkeswagon challenging
a Mack truck coming the wrong way down a one-way road.
They were wrong, but the penalties for being right
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seemed untenable.
10. "The bookkeeping problems tended to get out-of-hand
for a faculty member with little secretarial help."
11. "As my comments indicate, I did not find the Flexible
Curriculum a particularly valuable experiment. Such
significant flexibilities as it sought to introduce
were already available under the system it displaced,
minus the needless bureaucracy it entailed. I also
do not appreciate questions 2-6, Section I. They
seem irrelevant to the information you're trying to
obtain about the Flexible Curriculum experiment, and
appear designed to try to identify the respondent.
Hence, I haven't answered them."
Other comments ranged from several "well wishes," to several faculty
who wanted to discuss the study results (so indicated in separate cor-
respondence), and to a few who questioned the parameters and make-up of
the Questionnaire.
The investigator believes that most of the comments are self-
explanatory in nature.
Summary
The major points made in the Chapter are:
1. The goals of the Flexible Curriculum System
were, for the most part, met. For example, as
time progressed and the system matured, many
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of its operational procedures improved in
functional efficiency.
2. The Flexible Curriculum System, while change
and innovation were inherent in its makeup,
was viewed neutrally when discussed as an
agent to achieve lasting change.
3. The measurement of (a) the number of faculty
members initially introduced to the System's
features in Fall, 1972; (b) the usage of the
System's features (and the results of this
usage); and (c) the usage of the System's
components after the termination of the
Flexible Curriculum System experiment.
Footnotes
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1. Christensen, Philip R, The Flexible Curriculum: A Practical
Experiment in Restructuring Higher Education
,
A Dissertation,
School of Education, University of Massachusetts, 1972,
pp. 70-72 (Appendix A).
2. Kratochivil, Daniel W., "Variable Modular Scheduling via
Computer Developed by Stanford University and Education
Coordinators, Inc.," 1972, HEW.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
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Introduction
The intent of the final chapter of this dissertation is to briefly
recapitulate the major areas covered in the study. Included are: (1)
the purpose of the study, (2) a review of the sample; (3) the study
instrument; (4) the procedures used; (5) a description of the major
research questions; and (6) the findings of the study. Also reported
are: (7) conclusions; (8) recommendations for further study; and (9)
final conments.
Summary
Purpose of the study . The study was a specific investigation into many
of the salient issues associated with the implementation, operation and
termination of the Flexible Curriculum System Experiment at the School
of Education at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. It provided
an evaluation without which the System cannot be fully viewed or deemed
as being "complete." Anticipated was: (1) a dichotomy between two seg-
ments of the respondent facul ty--those who were aware of the System and
its features before the System was introduced at the School of Education,
and those who were first initiated into the features and procedures at
the School; (2) that the System would be successful in meeting its project
goals; and (3) that the System would be viewed as a successful change
strategy. Such was not always the case as the results have shown.
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Sample . The population for the study included sixty-seven faculty
members who met the criteria of teaching at the School of Education
before, during, and after the Flexible Curriculum System experiment,
thus allowing the investigator to collect and analyze data ranging in
age from before the inception of the System to the present. The par-
ticipation in this study was 58+%, 39 respondents from the total popu-
lation of 67. Included in the field test were ten randomly chosen
faculty who met some of, but not all of, the criteria.
Instrument . The sole instrument used was "The Flexible Curriculum System
Questionnaire" developed by the investigator to measure the study popula-
tion's reactions to the System. The instrument's six sections asked for
response to 103 questions and provided a space (Section VI)— "additional
comments." Its format was chosen for several reasons. Among these are:
ease of response, reliability in measuring and analysis, the accessi-
bility of asking a wide scope of questions, etc.
Procedure . The instrument, after design and approval, was subjected to
the rigors of a field test. After the completion of the field test
revisions, the instrument was mailed to the study population with an
introductory cover letter and a stamped returned envelope. Two weeks
later, the same questionnaire with a different cover letter (asking those
who responded to disregard the second questionnaire, thanking them for
their help, and asking those who hadn't yet returned the questionnaire
to do so) and another stamped return envelope was sent to the entire
population. After it was apparent that no more data would be
returned,
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about a month after the second mailing (two weeks after the final return
date), the investigator coded all responses and utilized the SPSS com-
puter package to analyze results.
Major research questions
. The major research questions addressed by the
study are:
1. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's unique
aspects are still in use?
a. What, if anything, did faculty members do
before Fall, 1972 that was similar or
adaptable to the Flexible Curriculum System?
b. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's
innovation was used between Fall, 1972, and
Spring, 1976 and the results of said usage?
c. Which of the Flexible Curriculum System's
features have remained as possibilities in
the structuring of your curriculum after
Spring, 1976?
2. How well did the Flexible Curriculum System, when opera-
tionalized, meet various project goals?
3. How well did the Flexible Curriculum System function when
viewed as a change strategy?
Findi ngs
. (1) The data revealed that (see Table 1, Chapter IV) a sub-
stantial number of the Flexible Curriculum System's features were
initially introduced to the faculty at the School of Education at the
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same time the Flexible Curriculum System was introduced. Concurrently,
a large percentage of the population (see Table 1, Chapter IV, columns
II j III) were aware of, and had used several of the System's features
before the System was introduced to the School.
The investigator also noted that a number of respondents did not
reply to several of the features, a factor which could be attributed
to (1) a lapse in memory as to the functional meanings of various terms;
(2) not ever knowing the meaning and usage of the feature; (3) not
remembering the response as requested, and (4) respondent fatigue, etc.
Those who did respond were apparently clear as to their familiarity with
specific System features.
2. Part "b" of the first major study question went one step
further in that the reported data (Table 2, Chapter IV) clearly states
which features were used by what percentage of the respondent faculty.
It was particularly gratifying to note that only five of the features
received any negative response. The investigator's experience with
the System had led to the belief that most of the options, when used,
would be well received, and duly recorded under "beneficial results."
The formal data supports this hypothesis--as can be seen in Column II
of Table 2 in Chapter IV.
3. Unfortunately, there were a significant number of non-respon-
dents to the third section of question 1, "...Which of the Flexible
Curriculum System's features have remained as possibilities in the
structuring of your curriculum after Spring, 1975? Of those responding>
it seems that the Flexible Curriculum System's features have remained as
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viable possibilities for future use to a clear majority. Again, the
non-respondents could have done so for one of several earlier discussed
reasons, among which may have been that originally there was no place
allotted for negative response, thus the missing reply. At the same
time, it should be noted that there was ample room for comment at this
juncture, and only a few chose to make their negative responses (or
objections) to the question known.
4. In the analysis of Section III of the "Flexible Curriculum
System Questionnaire" the researcher was able to ascertain the degree
of success the Flexible Curriculum System had in achieving its project
goals. The data leaves no doubt as to the specific relative success
of each indicated goal. Major points (non-inclusive) included are:
(1) those in Figure 2 of Chapter IV which clearly show how as time
progressed the System increasingly became a smoother functioning
operation; (2) that 50% of the faculty respondents believed the
additional student contact they had due to the System and its operating
procedure was very beneficial to their students while only 12.5% stated
it was unbeneficial and 8.3% stated that the additional contact was a
waste of time; (3) that 63.6% felt some degree of stimulation to question
their course content and 62.9% to question their pedagogic style (isn t
it interesting that 27.3% and 22.9% respectively did not feel some degree
of stimulation to do either); (4) that 45.7% "strongly agreed" and 25.7%
"agreed" that the Flexible Curriculum System allowed for a more meaningful
educational experience than the system it replaced; (5) that 76.1% agreed
that the System was "effective/very effective" as a vehicle to test
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different educational formats; (6) 64.7% agreed that the System was
"effective/very effective" in better using student time; and (7) that
65.7% agreed that the System was "effective/very effective" in better
using faculty time, etc.
5. The most disappointing data retrieved from the investigation
are those in Section II, "How well did the System function when viewed
as a change strategy?" The mean analysis of response indicates that
the System was a neutral entity when viewed as a change strategy. How-
ever, cross currents are clearly apparent when looking at Table 17,
Chapter IV, in that the absolute frequency and the adjusted frequency
percent clearly indicate respondent divisions. Such respondent division
may very well paint a clear picture of the situation at the School in
several areas, but in the case at hand leaves no doubt as to the clear
dichotomy of responses. Half stated that the System was successful in
achieving lasting change and half stated that it was not.
Cone! usions
The investigator has drawn the following conclusions on the basis
of the findings of the study:
1. The Flexible Curriculum System introduced several
alternative curriculum structures to faculty members
who, until Fall, 1972 were unaware of these options.
2. When the alternative curriculum structures were
used, most respondents believed the structures
produced beneficial results.
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3. After termination of the Flexible Curriculum
Experiment, several of the features and options
still remained as current or future options.
4. The goals of the Flexible Curriculum System were, for
the most part, successfully met as measured through-
out this study's data analysis of operational effec-
tiveness
.
5. The faculty respondents were divided in deciding if
the System was a successful change instrument.
Recommendations
On the basis of the study, several recommendations appear
warranted. These recommendations pertain to specific procedures/
courses of action which could be implemented, and recommendations
for further investigation.
1. In the future, it is imperative that a clearly defined
method for evaluation be identified and implemented as
standard experimental procedure. The evaluation
component of an experimental system is just as valuable
as the system. Without the evaluation component, it is
difficult and in many cases impossible to label,
identify, modify, correct or for that matter to object-
ively view a system without the danger of subjectivity.
2. The researcher believes that several of the change
strategies implemented at the School of Education at
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the University of Massachusetts (strategies such
as alternative admissions policies, alternative
teacher preparation programs. Marathon, etc.)
have been subject to misinterpretation because
of a void in the appropriate evaluative research.
This research is essential, even if undertaken
as an "add on component."
3. If this specific investigative process is used
again, that possible modifications such as: (a)
the component of student input; (b) the change/
innovation function (Section II of the question-
naire); and (c) the structured interview process
be considered/expanded upon.
Investigator's final comments . The investigator has been reinforced
in the conducting of the study, in that to date, the optimal curriculum
packaging system/method (if there is one) has yet to become operational.
Concurrently, a system such as Flexible Curriculum has demonstrated
that the vehicle allowing experimentation in an effort to achieve said
end does exist. Specific features such as modular credits, differen-
tiated learning experience structures (lexes), responsive course approval
procedures, etc. are building blocks which, as this study has documented,
provide an enabling atmosphere which can enhance education when given
the opportunity. However, the caution which must be (and has been) exer-
cised to ensure that systems such as Flexible Curriculum do not become an
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end rather than
tion and change
a means, must be tempered to enable future experimenta-
to continue.
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APPENDIX A
152 Colonial Village
Amherst, MA. 01002
January 30, 1978
Dear
As a former staff member of the Flexible Curriculum Office in the
School of Education, and doctoral candidate, I feel that additional
input in relation to various components in the Flexible Curriculum
System is necessary. Your responses to the attached questionnaire
will help in the understanding of the impact which Flexible Curricu-
lum had on the School in several areas. Among these are: (1) its
degree of success as an innovation; (2) its degree of success as a
change strategy; (3) its level of attaining the project goals, and
(4) establishing the degree of lasting impact (after conclusion of
the experiment) on those who worked with and experienced the system.
The questionnaire has been sent to you as you have been at the School
of Education for the time frame which includes before, during and
after the Flexible Curriculum experiment.
In an effort to ensure anonymity, I ask that you do not write your
name on the questionnaire. I also ask that you place the completed
questionnaire in the enclosed, stamped envelope and mail it by
February 14, 1978.
If you have any questions concerning the questionnaire, please feel
free to call me at 256-0404.
Thank you for your time and cooperation. It is appreciated.
Sincerely,
Arthur H. Barber
APPENDIX B
Flexible Curriculum System Questionnaire
Please check, circle or fill in the appropriate answer(s).
Section I
1. What is your current rank?
Professor Associate Professor Assistant Professor
Instructor Lecturer Other
2. How many years have you taught?
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25+
3. How many years have you taught in higher education?
1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 25+
4. How many years have you taught at the University of
Massachusetts?
5. Please list other institutes of higher education where
you have taught. After each, indicate how long you
taught there.
Institution Number of Years Rank
6.
Into which age group do you fall?
25-30 31-35 36-40 41-45 46-50 51-55
56-60 61-65 65+
Section II
1. If the Flexible Curriculum System were to be looked at
as a method for achieving lasting change within the
School of Education, how successful would you say it was
very successful successful neutral unsuccessful
very unsuccessful
2Section III
1
nIv?hi
S
r
11
^ v *rious teaching methods used under theFlexible Curriculum System. Which of these methods didyou predomi nently utilize in one or more of your classes?
Put a check mark in the appropriate places.
Methods of
LEX Desiqn
Graduate
Courses
Undergraduate
Courses
Discussion
Lecture
Lab
Field Study
Other, please
specify
How would you rank the Flexible Curriculum System in regards
to the degree of smooth functioning for each of the included
variables?
System Start-Up; 1972-1973
Chaotic
Semi -
Chaotic Neutral
Almost
Smooth
Running
Smooth
Running
Record
keeping
Grading
procedures
Availability
of schedules
Availability
of profiles
Classroom
assignment
Course
approval
3System Start-Up; 1973-74: 197a- 7 g
Chaotic
Semi -
Chaotic Neutral
Almost
Smooth
Running
Smooth
Running
Record
keeping
Grading
procedures
Availability
of schedules
Availability
of profiles
Classroom
assignment
Course
approval
Wind-Down 1975-1976
Chaotic
Semi-
Chaotic Neutral
Almost
Smooth
Running
Smooth
Running
Record
keeping
Grading
procedures
Avai labil ity
of schedules
Availability
of profiles
Classroom
assignment
Course
approval
43* A. Do you feel that you had been adequately prepared to re-
structure your curriculum into the parameters of the
Flexible Curriculum System?
Vsry Very
Prepared Prepared Neutral Unprepared Unprepared
B. Did you have enough lead time to prepare for Flexible
Curricul urn?
not no where
abundant sufficient enough near enough
time time neutral time time
C. Did the School help you to prepare your curriculum
for implementation into the System?
Yes No
D. Would more lead time have helped?
Yes No
E. How much pressure was placed on you to conform to Flexible
Curricul urn?
great little no
pressure pressure neutral pressure pressure
4. A. Did you find that the Flexible Curriculum System was
undermined by an unending number of technical complexi-
ties?
strongly strongly
agree agree neutral disagree disagree
B. Did you find that complexities in the System (due to
newness, unfamiliarity, etc.) increased the amount of
time needed to advise students concerning the LEX 1 s
beneficial in their individual programs?
greatly stayed greatly
increased increased the same decreased decreased
5If you answered either "greatly increased" or "in-
creased" would you consider this additional student
contact beneficial to:
Your
Students
very
bene-
ficial
bene-
ficial neutral
unbene-
ficial
a waste
of
time
Yourself
very
bene-
ficial
bene-
ficial neutral
unbene-
ficial
a waste
of
time
5. In structuring your LEX profiles, how stimulated were you to
question your:
Course Content
Pedagogic Style
highly
stimu-
lated
stimu-
lated
neu-
tral
unstim-
ulated
highly
unstimu-
lated
6. To what extent did your cluster curriculum coordinator
provide feedback on your LEX Profiles?
much little no
feedback feedback feedback
7. To what extent would you agree that your individual needs, as
a faculty member, were met by means of the following alterna-
tives:
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Di sagree
Single Session LEX
Multiple Session LEX
Semester Long LEX
Extended LEX
Variable Credit LEX
Open-Ended LEX
Multiple Entry-
Exit LEX
Independent Study
Marathon
Other, please specify
6
8.
To what extent would you agree that the individual needs of
your students were met by means of the following alternatives:
Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree
Strongly
Disagree
Single Session LEX
Multiple Session LEX
Semester Long LEX
Extended LEX
Variable Credit LEX
Open Ended LEX
Multiple Entry-
Exit LEX
Independent Study
Marathon
Other, please specify
9.
The options offered under Flexible Curriculum allowed for a more
meaningful educational experience than the system it replaced.
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree
10.
How would you rank the Flexible Curriculum System in regards to
effectiveness in meeting the following project goals?
Goals Effectiveness Ranking
Very
Effec-
tive
Effec-
tive
Neu-
tral
Unef-
fec-
tive
Very
uneffec-
tive
To test different curricula
To test different educa-
tional formats
To vary faculty workload
To better use faculty time
To better use student time
To implement streamlined
course approval systems
To effectively publicize
the variety of learning
experiences
711 . Before tLhe incefDtion of the Flexible Curriculum System in the
Fall of 1972, were you aware of or were you using any featuresin your teaching which were similar to those later offered bythe Flexible Curriculum System?
Features Aware of Was Using
Initial Intro-
duction, Fall 1972
Independent Study
LEX Profiles
Single-Session LEX
Multiple Session LEX
Semester Lonq LEX
Extended LEX
Variable Credit LEX
Open Ended LEX
Multiple Entry-Exit LEX
Modular Credits
Other, please specify
Section IV
During the operation of the Flexible Curriculum System (Fall 1972-
Spring 1976) did you use and realize any benefits from the inno-
vations allowed for within the system in relation to the learning
experiences which you taught?
Features
Used and
Found
Bene-
ficial
Used and
Found
Poor
Results
Used and
Found
Neutral
Results
Did
Not
Use
Independent Study
LEX Profiles
Single Session LEX
Multiple Session LEX
Semester Long LEX
Extended LEX
Variable Credit LEX
Open Ended LEX
Multiple Entry-Exit LEX
Modular Credits
Other, please specify
8Section V
Which of Flexible Curricul urn' s features have remained as possibili-
ties in the structuring of your curriculum?
Still Using
Have Used After
Spring 1976
Haven't Used
But Usage
Still Possible
Independent Study
LEX Profiles
Single Session LEX
Multiple Session LEX
Semester Long LEX
Extended LEX
Variable Credit LEX
Open Ended LEX
Multiple Entry-Exit LEX
Modular Credits
Other, please specify
Section VI
If you have any additional comments please feel free to include them
here.
appendix c
FACULTY AT SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
BEFORE, DURING AND AFTER FLEXIBLE CURRICULUM
Derived from School of Education Files
University of Massachusetts
Allen
Ertel
A1 schuler Evans, D.
Anderson, G. E. Eve
Anderson, N. J. Fanslow
Anthony Fischer
Blanchard Forsyth
Blane, L. Fredrickson
Blane, S. French
Bryniawsky Gorth
Bunker Greenebaum
Caban Griffi ths
Campbell Hall
Cappel luzzo Hambleton
Carew Hutchinson
Clark, R. Hruska
Damerel
1
Ivey
Day Jones, B.
Dye Jordan
Eddy Keochakian
Eiseman Konicek
Kornegay
Kraus
Lauroesch
Love
Masalski
Miltz
Peelle
Preston
Reed
Rudman
Schimmel, D.
Seidman
Simon
Sinclair
Sul 1 i van
Suzuki
Swaminathan
Thelen
Ulin
Urch
Wagschal
Washington, E.
Weinstein
Wei Iman
Wi deman
Wol f
Wyman
APPENDIX D
152 Colonial Village
Amherst, MA. 01002
February 15, 1978
Dear
I would like to take this opportunity to thank you for completing
the questionnaire which I sent to you a short time ago. Your
contribution is indeed appreciated.
If you haven't yet completed the questionnaire, would you please
make every effort to do so by February 28?
Please feel free to call me at 256-0404 if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
Arthur H. Barber
APPENDIX E
152 Colonial Village
Amherst, Massachusetts
01002
November 12, 1977
Dear
The enclosed questionnaire is intended to gather data for my dissertation.
As a field test I would appreciate it if you could indicate your opinion
as to the clarity of each question. Do not concern yourself with the
answering of the questions. Please indicate after each question whether
you think that it is either clear or unclear. If you have any comments
feel free to make them.
If you have any questions feel free to call me at 413-256-0404.
Please return the questionnaire in the envelope which is provided as soon
as possible.
Sincerely,
Arthur H. Barber


